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CURRENT TOPICS. 


A svuacrsrion has been made that, during the Spring Assizes, 
both divisions of the Court of Ap should hear chancery 
appeals. Should this suggestion be adopted, as is not improbable, 
it will not only reduce the Chancery appeal list, but will greatly 
conduce to the convenience of the common law bar. 





On Sarvrpay wast Mr. Justice Pearson announced that he 
intends to dispose of his adjourned summonses (class 4) and further 
considerations in the first instance, and then during the present 
sittings to proceed with his list of non-witness actions. His lord- 
ship also, in answer to a question put to him by counsel, who said 
that there had been some doubt as to the practice, explained that 
when an adjourned summons relating to procedure is (in accord- 
ance with the general direction which has been Mite by his 
lordship as to that class of adjourned summonses) ordered to come 
on with the motions on the motion day, it is not necessary for the 
applicant to serve a notice of motion. 





In commentine, in February last, on section 165 of the new 
Bankruptcy Act, which empowers the bankruptcy court to commit 
a debtor or any other person guilty of a statutory misdemeanor in 
cases of bankruptcy for trial, and gives the court all the powers of 
a stipendiary magistrate with regard thereto, we remarked that 
it remained to be seen whether the courts would generally exercise 
the power (which is only made optional by sub-section 1); and we 
pointed out that, under the Act of 1861, a similar power was not 
generally exercised by the Commissioners in Bankruptcy. Our 
readers will observe from the remarks made on Wednesday by Mr. 
Rarrtes, the Liverpool stipendiary magistrate, which are reported 
elsewhere, that the county court judges have refused to exercise 
the power conferred on them by section 165, and that section is 
likely to become a dead letter. 





THe Question as to how the notes of the judges of the Chancery 
Division are to be supplied for the use of the Court of Appeal 
appears to be still unsettled. In Weston v. Sherwell (28 Sotact- 
tors’ Jovrnat, 688), Lord Justice Baceattay said that the notes 
of the judges “‘ are supplied confidentially to the Court of Appeal,” 
intending to convey that the notes ought not to be seen either by 
counsel or solicitors. In a case of Alt v. Norman before the 
Court of Appeal, on Monday last (reported elsewhere), the whole 
subject was again under discussion, and the court intimated 
that they would bring the matter before the judges with 
a view to drafting a rule or rules on the subject, to be submitted 
to the Rule Committee. It does not appear to be generally known 
that a five shilling judicature feauiened duet must be put on an 
application for judges’ notes, but that no rule ibes to whom 
the application should be made—whether to the himself or to 
the Court of Appeal. There is a tolerably well-established prac- 
tice in the Queen’s Bench Division as to this, but applications to 
the chancery judges have not, up to the present time, been 
sufficiently numerous to enable any one to say that there is any 
estublished practice. 
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Orpen 14 of the new R. 8. C. of October, 1884, may give rise 
to some uneasiness. It runs as follows:—‘‘The accounts of 
mage shall be passed and verified in the same manner as is 

y this order directed as to receivers’ accounts.” On reading this, 





the first idea brought to mind is that of # guardian ad litem, but 
this notion muat be ismi 


given an allowance for maintenance. 
Se eT ee a ee 

or the expenditure of it, if it appears that the infant has been 
maintained, educated, and supported (Hora v. Hora, 33 Beav. 88 ; 
Jodrell +. Jodrell, 14 Beav. 397), it appears to be impossible 
to vouch items of payment on such an account. It then, 
that the onl who brings in and passes accounts is a 
guardian of the estate of an infant, and to this guardian only the 
rule apparently applies. It would have saved some question if 
the vile had boc expound Metin 4s i 

if so limited, it would seem to have no meaning, for we believe 
the fact is that accounts of receivers and 
infants’ estates are, and for thirty years have been, ‘passed and 
verified ” in one and the same manner. 
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Tue Frmsr or Novemser, the “ordinary day” of election of 
councillors under the Municipal Con ions Act, 1882 (see s. 52), 
falls this year on a Saturday, and the 9th of November, the “ ordi- 
nary day” of election of mayor and aldermen under the same Act 
one 60, 61), falls on a . The substitution of Monday 
or Sunday for the election of mayor and aldermen is clearly 
provided for by section 230 of the Act; but inasmuch as Saturday - 
may in some cases be considered an inconvenient day for the tlec- 
tion of councillors, the question may arise whether an election on 
another day than y, and on what other day, would be 
legal. The difficulty would seem to be met by i 
70 of the Act as read with section 230. By the former section, 
“if a municipal election is not held on the appointed day, 
it may be held on the day next after that day.” By section 
230, ‘‘ where by this Act is di 
allowed to be or done on a certain day, then, if that day 
happens to be one of the days in this section specified ” [Sunday is 
one of the specified days], ‘‘the act 
sidered as done or taken in due time if it is 
next da’ ec sero ag thats os ae Raper arse 
ified.” Under section 70, 
on Saturday is ‘‘ allowed ” to 
day being Sunday, section 230 comes i 
be held on Monday. We think that upon the construction 
of these sections it is clear that 
good. With 
that the “—_ Jews, W ; C 
prevent their filling up ballot-papers on Saturday, is — 
provided for by rule 26 of the schedule to the Ballot 
which ‘‘the presiding officer” at e appli 
any voter who declares he is of the Jewish persuasion, and 
on religious grounds to vote in 
shall cause the vote of such voter to be marked on 
pepe vo mark ito be placed on is together with 
80 is to ona 
Aled up by the presdi g officer on the ground 
iam incapacity. By rule 29 a statement marked “‘ 
appended to the list. Town 
bear this exceptional ision in 
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execution of the will, though not as an attesting witness, and it 
was argued that this evidence was sufficient, but ultimately the 
counsel for the parties setting up the instrament waived this 
contention, and put the two attesting witnesses into the box, and 
it thus became unnecessary for the court to pronounce any formal 
decision upon the question. The matter has more than once been 
considered the Court of Probate. In Belbin v. Skeats (1 
$8. @ T. 148), which was tried soon after the passing of the Pro- 
bate Act, 1857, there was a discussion as to the necessity for 
calling both the attesting witnesses. Sir Cresswext CREsswei. 
pointed out that section 38 of that Act had provided that the rules 
of evidence observed in the courts of common law should be 
observed in the Court of Probate, and he, therefore, stated that he 
should not hold it to be necessary, in a probate suit, to call the attest- 
ing witnesses to a testamentary instrument. On the other hand, Lord 
Penzance laid it down in Bowman v. Hodgson (L. R. 1 P. & D. 362) 
that one of the attesting witnesses must be called, pointing out 
that section 26 of the Common Law Procedure Act, 1854, dis- 
pensed with the evidence of attesting witnesses in the case only 
of instruments ‘to the validity of which attestation is not 
requisite,” whereas the signatures of at least two attesting wit- 
nesses are expressly enjoined by the Wills Act. Again, in Coles v. 
Coles (14 W. R. 290, L. R. 1 P. & D. 70) Lord Penzance held that, 
if one of the attesting witnesses fails to prove the due execution of 
the document, the other attesting witness must be called, if possible, 
although he may be known to be adverse to the party producing 
him. He also ruled that an attesting witness who gives evidence 
against a will may be contradicted by other evidence, or it may be 
shown that he has an adverse interest. 





THR RECENT DROUGHT in the North of England may cause the 
attention of the legal profession to be directed to the obligations 
of the water companies to furnish a continuous water supply. 
The 35th, 36th, and 37th sections of the Waterworks Clauses 
Consolidation Act, 1847 (10 Vict. c. 17), appear to contain the law 
of the subject, but their meaning is by no means quite plain. 
The 35th section enacts that water companies ‘‘shall provide 
- . + supply of pure and wholesome water sufficient for the 
domestic use” | this wer includes the use of water for horses and 
carriages : gx fe hesterfield Waterworks Company, 27 L. J. 
Q. B. 238) all the inhabitants of the ra ¢* district 
within their limits ‘‘ who, as hereinafter provided, shall be entitled 
to demand a supply, and shall be willing to pay water rate for the 
same.” The inhabitants so entitled are next described as ‘so 
many owners or occupiers, as that the aggregate amount of water rate 
payable by them annually shall not be less than one-tenth part” of 
expense of laying down pipes. The 36th section enacts that if 

for twenty-eight days after demand by such owners or occupiers, 
and tender of an agreement to take and pay for water for three 

or more, the company fails to supply the water, they shall 

it to each owner and occupier forty shillings for every day’s 
default; but it is provided “that the company shall not 
be liable to any penalty for not supplying water if the want of such 
shall arise from frost, unusual drought, or other unavoid- 

cause or accident.” The obligation to supply the water 
under these two sections does not appear to arise until after the 
demand, and the penalty would be the only remedy (Atkinson 
= eaeaa Gateshead Waterworks Company, L. R. 2 Ex. D. 
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Soower on Latez the curious conflict between rules 3 and 10 of 

2 of schedule 3 of the Muncipal Corporations Act, 1882, which 
with ey, aa to nomination papers, will have to be brought 
before the High Court. By rule 3, “each candidate” at a municipal 
‘must be nominated by a separate nomination paper, but 
same burgesses, or any of them, may subscribe as many nomi- 
papers as there are vacancies to be filled, but no more.” By 
, “where a person subscribes more nomination papers than 
temery og shall be inoperative in all but the one which 
” The conflict between these two rules is obvious, 

which will have to be determined upon an elec- 
whether the conflict can legally be got over. We 
is possible unless section 72 of the Act can be 
“an election shall not be invalidated by non- 
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compliance with the rules in the 3rd schedule, if the election was 
conducted in accordance with the principles laid down in the body 
of the Adt,”’ but twe doubt ‘whether that section applies to 
nomination papers, and ought not'to be restricted to that part of 
the schedule which deals with taking the poll by ballot or secret 
voting. There is no principle involved in either of the rules. 
Then which ought to prevail? The simple rule of construction, 
that of two conflicting provisions the later prevails (see Maxwell 
on Statutes, ch. vii.), would seem to be applicable, and this would 
give the victory to rule 10. 





On Tvuespay tast Mr. Justice Norra had occasion to take ad- 
vantage of the 6th section of the Supreme Court of Judicature Act, 
1884, which gives power to one judge, with consent of the 
parties, to hear cases assigned to another judge. On that 
day his lordship had six cases in his paper for hearing, but 
as early as half-past eleven the paper broke down, and 
the judge had no more work left. Under these circum- 
stances he applied to Vice-Chancellor Bacon, and to several 
other judges of the Chancery Division, and, after considerable 
trouble, succeeded in borrowing a case from Mr. Justice Curry ; 
and at a later hour Mr. Justice Pranson kindly supplied the 
destitute judge with another case ; and the two cases lasted for the 
remainder of the day. The power given by the section above re- 
ferred to will not probably be frequently exercised, by reason of 
the difficulty arising from leading counsel being already engaged in 
cases which are in course of being heard. In such an emergency 
as that which occurred on Tuesday, it may, however, occasionally 
prove useful as an exception to the rule whereby, in the Chancery 
Division, actions are assigned to a particular judge. The expedi- 
tion of the forlorn judge in search of work appears to have created 
some unholy amusement in the courts he visited, and we observe 
that the eagle eye of a daily contemporary has descried an 
opportunity for throwing blame on “the person who compiles the 
daily cause lists,” as if each judge did not settle his own list. 





Tas new act of bankruptcy introduced by section 4 (1) (A.) of 
the Bankruptcy Act, 1883‘ If the debtor gives notice to any of 
his creditors that he has suspended, or that he is about to suspend, 
payment of his debts”—has given rise to a good deal of anxiety 
as tothe mode of framing circulars convening meetings of creditors. 
When this clause was introduced into the Bill by Mr. Coxen, Q.C., 
we suggested that all that would be necessary by way of altera- 
tion in the then usual form of circular would be to avoid any 
direct intimation of actual or intended suspension of payment; 
and the Court of Appeal, in Hx parte Oastler (28 Soxicrrors’ 
JovenaL, 454, L. R. 13 Q. B. D. 471), confirmed our view. A 
correspondent has kindly sent us a form of circular which is used 
by a firm of solicitors of great experience in bankruptcy matters, 
and it may be useful to print it as a suggestion to our readers :— 

—— Street, ——, — October, 1884. 

Gentlemen,—We shall be obliged by your attending a meeting of the 
creditors of Mr. A. B., of —— Street and —— Street, both in ——, grocer 
and provision dealer, to be held at our offices as above, on ——day next, 
the —th October instant, at. half-past eleven o’clock in the forenoon.— 
Your obedient servants, —— & Co. 








On Thursday in the motion of Learoyd v. Stratford, the 
Divisional Court (Grove and hen, JJ.), on the application of the 
defendant, allowed him the costs of the motion, because the plaintiff had 
presumably abandoned the motion by not setting it down in that day’s list. 
Qn Monday Mr. Justice Mathew finished his list early, and rose for the 
day. On Wednesday Mr. Justice Kay went through his list by a quarter- 
past eleven, and then rose, and Mr. Justice Grove at the same hour had 
nearly concluded his list. 


Mr. Justice Mathew, sitting in one of the Courts of the Queen’s Bench 
Division on Monday, had a list of some ten causes set down for trial before 
his lordship without oie A number of the causes had to be struck out 
because the parties not come forward to go on with them when they 
were called. Others were undefended, and the whole list for the day was 
exhausted in about three quarters of an hour, after which the court had 
to sit idle for a while until « case could be brought in from another court 
and set a i cp erg Lge hep nye bp A god prone dpe: 
showed the 





list had ue of the causes which had been set 
down for without juries. 
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ARBITRATION VERSUS THE HIGH 
COURT, 


We should suppose that most lawyers will have read with great 
interest, and many perhaps with some surprise, the observations 
lately made by Lord Bramwell on the subject of arbitration. It 
will, we think, be generally acknowledged that for learning, 
experience, and acuteness of intellect his lordship is entitled to 
take high rank among our English legal luminaries, both past and 
present, and we know of no one whose observations on such a 
subject are entitled to more respect. That being premised, we 
cannot help thinking that, at any rate among lawyers, there will 
be a feeling that some of his suggestions were, as coming from so 
weighty an authority, of a rather rash and sketchy character. 

The general effect of what he said, as if we do not 
misunderstand him, seems to be that he would wish to see the 
action of the High Court of Justice to a considerable extent— 
probably even in the majority of cases arising—superseded by 
arbitration to be conducted in a less formal manner, though the 
arbitrators are to be lawyers. His objection to the proceedings of 
the High Court appears to be, not that its determination of dis- 
putes is not satisfactory, but that it is too ive. He seems 
to think that if the parties could be brought to appear, and state 
to an arbitrator what it really is they are disputing about in a less 
formal way, without all the cumbrous machinery of counsel, 
solicitors, pleadings, briefs, multitudinous ge of all documents, 
material and immaterial, and such like, the disputes might, in 
many cases, be determined as satisfactorily, and much more 
promptly and cheaply. 

Now, this is a very attractive theory primdé facie, and we must 
admit that we feel there is a great deal in what his lordship said in 
its favour. Our doubt is as to the possibility of working it out 
in practice. The waste of money that takes place in actions is, no 
doubt, often considerable and very lamentable. A good deal of 
very ingenious pleading is often manufactured that is, to put the 
case mildly, not of much use for the purposes of the trial. A 
good many interlocutory applications are made which do not much 
affect the result. Many witnesses have to be brought at consider- 
able expense to prove what ultimately is not substantially disputed. 
In fact, preparations are often made, and precautions = tan which 
prove, as the matter in the event shapes itself, to have been un- 
necessary. The question is, how far these evils are avoidable ; 
how far they arise from difficulties inherent in the nature of 
things ; and how far they are the results of defective or improper 
machinery. 

One of the main features of the present day is an unbounded 
belief in the penny of making the crooked straight by the 
proper use of new machinery, statutory or otherwise. Evils that 
have been felt in the world, at any rate, in all previous time 
whereof there is written record, such as the proud man’s contumely, 
the law’s delay, can, it is hoped, in the nineteenth century, be 
abolished for ever by proper social and political arrangements, or 
the judicious application of well-devised sections and rules. And 
so the experienced and learned lawyer, whom one would have 
expected to be rather a pessimist in the matter, seems to be not 
exempt from this modern tendency, and develops quite a beautiful 
vision of an almost patriarchally simple and satisfactory tribunal 
for composing legal strifes speedily and without expense. 

But we believe it would be found in practice thatthere are certain 
difficulties in the way of superseding the action of the High Court 
of Justice by arbitration, at least to the extent that seems to be 
contempla his lordship, to judge from his observations on 
the subject. We are far from saying that there is not a very 
large field within which the practice of informal arbitration may 
be most usefully and beneficially pa cml and we should suppose, 
though our information. on the subject is necessarily not very 
exact, that it is now so applied in many commercial cases. But 
we should think that this field has its limits, and that they are 
narrower limits than some enthusiasts for the ice. of arbitra- 
tion might suppose. As we have said, we it that no one’s 
authority on the subject could be ter than Lord Bramwell’s ; 


but we cannot help thinking that the atmosphere of the meeting. 

that he was addressing must, for the moment, have given a some- 

what rosier colouring to the views which he was than 

thay Soult, Ponape Rome: wea in is open waite: Giles - 
ces, 








paci' ve A 
instead of by the judges of the land. But, assuming this difficulty 
to be at vies, mad teak the gastos tas punsanhed 10 eoeag At 
tration, then the question arises in what respects will expenses 
be diminished or time saved, and will such saving of expense and 


even before a legal arbitrator the worse might not be made 
appear the better reason under those cireumstan ? 7 
practice in the High Court is so much diminished by arbitration 
as contemplated, and advocates may not practise before 

trators, it would seem that in process of time the supply of practi- 
cal lawyers to act as arbitrators might : 
we are di to think that in many cases where the parties were 
tolerably fluent of speech they take 

instead of a shorter, time ‘ot Htipante mr the High Oourt 
advocates. Our experience of liti in person in the 

of Justice is that weovity is net gueesally_ coe of init Sauna 
istics. Again, it seems to be suggested ti A 

be that the party in person would not raise technical of an 
unmeritorious character as a lawyer can, and 

tor might be allowed to relax the strict rules of evidence, so as to 


save expense and avoid failure of ice when less than strict 
roof is practically sufficiently . We do not see how 
fitigants could be prevented taking advice as to the 

of ; 


points of their case, if 
the ke ak tes rs 
the courts is very prone fo ; 
in, with regard to question of evidence, it seems to us 
that the argument, if it shows t rules 
of evidence are ily strict, not that arbitrators are a better 
tribunal than the courts of justice. i i ‘ 
of evidence are not, as far as our experience goes, enforced in 
ry agra Prchncsalny atacand sey oylatg oy B 
to be, and we cannot inki more a 
tuts ts adios te wee tee hedlion seme c 
will disappear. If any counsel makes an unreasonable objection to 
admitting evidence, a judge, even when sitting with a » does 
in many cases put on sufficient pressure to procure its wi 
but a judge sitting without a jury will have still greater power in 
that direction. i 
Finally, one general consideration occurs to us Seems 
material to the question how far it is pemible that arbitration wach 
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ore speedily settled wu: their statement in an informal way to 
oh atedaeitee Cenk re tial im a court _— that this 
may often be true regard case of a dispute 
when the litigants are honest on either side, how many 


cases are there where is is not so 
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to support the cause of justice by setting up the Statute of Frauds. 
Now, when the litigation has developed this spirit, we doubt very 
much whether the conditions are present under which much time 
or expense can be saved by the substitution of informal arbitra- 
tion for the action of the more regular tribunals. Then, instead of 
a wish to have a particular question determined on which the dis- 

arose, the wish is to win anyhow and upon any question, and 
each side fights on all points. This makes speedy and inexpensive 
arbitration, such as is suggested, much less possible as it appears to 
us! And we fancy most litigations do develop this spirit. 








OUGHT A PURCHASER TO PAY FOR THE 
PRODUCTION OF TITLE DEEDS IN THE 
POSSESSION OF A VENDOR’S MORT- 
GAGEE ? 


A coRREsPorDeENT sends us the following observations on a point of 
considerable interest :— 


“‘On reading section 3, sub-section 6, of the Conveyancing Act, 
1881, which, so far as is material, is as follows :—‘‘On a sale of any 
property, the expenses of the production and inspection of a 

is . . . not in the vendor’s possession, . . . either for 
the verification of the abstract, or for any other purpose, shall be 
borne ciek the purchaser who requires the same,” it would seem, at 
first sight, that the costs of producing deeds by a mortgagee would, 
as between vendor and p r, be payable by the latter. 

This construction would not be a hardship on a purchaser, sup- 
posing that the contract disclosed a mortgage. For in that case a 
purchaser might, if he knew that he had to pay the costs of produc- 
tion, take that into calculation while bidding for the property ; 
and, on the other oes the bere although receiving less, 
would escape paying his own solicitor the cost of producing the 
title deeds. ' J 

Where, however, there is no mention of a mortgage in the con- 
tract, the above construction would work most unjustly against a 
purchaser; and would have the effect of relieving a vendor from 
certain costs, which ought properly to fall on himself. To take an 
extreme case, an unscrupulous vendor might, for the purpose of 
escaping these costs, deposit the title deeds at his bankers (say) ‘to 
secure his current account,” get their solicitors to produce the deeds, 
who would in turn get their costs from the purchaser. 

That the Legislature should have intended such an injustice as this 
to be possible can never be supposed ; and it becomes necessary to see 
if some other construction cannot be placed on this sub-section in 
the case of a mertange created by the vendor and not disclosed in 
the contract; or to find some means of throwing the costs on the 
person whom we consider ought to bear them. 

We are presuming that a detailed bill is delivered, as it seems 
that there is no scale applicable to a sale, by a mortgagor, of 
property which is subject to a mortgage. This would be, in reality, 
a double transaction—namely, the clearing off an incumbrance and a 
sale. We cannot suppose that the scale for the latter would include 
the cost of the former, which might involve releases from persons 
entitled to ions, ‘rent-charges, and other incumbrances. The 
decision in He Beck (31 W. R gg went no further than this—viz., 
that solicitor of a tenant for life who had mortgaged his life 
interest, was entitled to ‘‘ vendor” costs out of the purchase-money. 
We think that he might have fairly asked his client to pay for the 
extra work involved in clearing off the mortgage, the transaction 
being in fact a re-conveyance (or a release) and a sale. 

The text-writers on the Conveyancing Acts do not dwell on the 
sub-section at length. 

There is a note in Mr. Wolstenholme’s book (3rd ed., p. 22) as 
follows :—‘‘ As to the expenses of producing documents, which but 
a by clause would be borne by the vendor, see Dart, 143, 407, 

This note, at first, would appear to be against the purchaser; but 
on his part we would sug that it is in the vendor’s character of 

mortgagor, and not as vendor, that he ought to bear these costs. 
‘This to be so, whether the mortgage was before the Act or 
after. the former case first, and suppose that the mortga, 
consents to the deeds being i » whether for sale or transfer. 
seshuab his yee’s por gore d be se E to make out his bill 

, and suc sa would be mort ’s costs, and 
eould be added to the mortgage debt. il 

In oo, wOiaped the Saereaiog Act, 1881, the mort 
can to produce the deeds (see section 16, which wdaedies 
such production shall be at the cost of the mo r). Here, 
the costs are payable as mortgagor, and this section does not 








vad 





oe the right of the mortgagee to add such costs to the mortgage 
debt if they be not paid. 
Another haxtoniber on this section (see Rubenstein’s Conveyancing 
Acts, 4th ed., p. 31) raises a doubt, but does not express an — 
The author’s note is as follows:—‘‘It may be a question whether 
deeds in the hands of a vendor’s mo are to considered as 
constructively in the vendor’s on, or whether the expense of 
their production must now be @ by the purchaser.” 

It must be borne in mind that this is no new point, as the condition 
usually inserted was very similar to the one in the Act. There being, 
however, so far as we are aware, no decision on the point, we must 
look at the exact position of the parties and the effect of the con- 


tract. 

The title deeds are a part of the inheritance, accompany the land 
until some owner in fee does some act to sever them, and they pass 
with the land without being expressly named. 

Directly there is a valid contract for sale, the vendor holds the 
title deeds, so far as they relate exclusively to the land sold, in trust 
for the purchaser. 

If, then, the vendor has in the contract held himself out as the 
owner in fee simple, the purchaser would be entitled to require him 
to complete his title by getting a reconveyance from the mortgagee. 
If the vendor were able to arrange this, then the title deeds (suppos- 
ing the whole of the mortga a was to be sold) would be 
in the vendor’s possession, and the latter would have to produce them 


at his own cost. 
If, however, the property contracted to be sold is only part of that 


mortgaged, and that part only is released, the vendor would, at all 
events, have the release, but the rest of the title deeds would be with 
the mo 


In such a case we think that a purchaser might fairly be asked to 
pay the costs of the mortgagee for the production of those other 
title deeds, as the mortgagee holds them in respect of other property 
than that contracted ie sold. 

A mortgagee releasing is very analogous to a vendor selling but 
retaining all the deeds because they relate to other property not sold, 

Still the purchaser would have the benefit of seeing the conveyance 
to his vendor free of cost, and might use his own discretion as to 
whether he ought to verify the title to an earlier date. 

In nine cases out of ten, however, the vendor would be unable to 
complete his title, having reckoned on paying the marten out of 
the purchase-money. This, of course, ought to have been, and 
u y is, mentioned in the conditions. 

If, then, the vendor refuses to complete his title by getting a 
reconveyance or release, but states his intention of getting the 
mortgagee to join in the conveyance, the cost of production ought 
still to antl by the vendors for the following reason—viz., that he 
has only shown a title to the equity of redemption in himself, and a 
title to the legal estate and mortgage debt in the mortgagee, so that, 
pres speaking, the mortgagee together with the vendor are the 
vendors. 

One of the main objects of this sub-section evidently was to check 
purchasers (by throwing the cost on them) from gem. vendors to 
unnecessary @ . To make a purchaser pay the cost of produc- 
tion would, however, be going further than this, as it would relieve 
the vendor from certain costs which are always incident to a sale. 

Take an analogous case (say) where A. contracts to sell an estate to 
B., and B., after having satisfied himself as to the title, sub-sells to 
C., B. in the latter contract stipulating that he and all necessary 
parties will convey. The deeds in this case would be with A., yet it 
would be straining the Act very much to say that C. must pay the 
costs of production of deeds which B. ought to have in his own pos- 
session. 

If B. objects to pay the costs, C.’s remedy is clear—viz., to call on 
B. to furnish a complete abstract by neg a conveyance to, and 
showing a title in hi , and then C, could inspect such of the 
title deeds as B. had. 3B. would then have to pay his own solicitor 
for the trouble of producing them, whereas he ought to have con- 
sented to pay the cost of production by A. 

The construction which we should like to see put on this sub- 
section may be summed up in the following sentence—viz., ‘‘ Not in 
the possession of the vendor or of those claiming under him.” Such 
a construction would extend to the case of an equitable tenant for 
life selling under the Settled Land Act, and where the title deeds are 
in the trustees’ hands. The equitable tenant for life having a power 
of sale, which overrides the trustees’ estate, the trustees might well 
be held to claim weap De pen as they take their estate in default 


of the power bei ‘ 

Although py em would not, in such case, be in the actual 
possession of the vendor, yet we think that the cost of production of 
the deeds by the trustees ought to be borne by the vendor, and come 
out of the money. 

Had the vendor been a legal tenant for life, he would have had to 
pay the costs of production, as he would have had the deeds—or, at 


all events, ought to have had them—in his possession. 


Noy. 1, 1884, 
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pa iple, we can see no reason w! the settled . 
serosa mA estes 


that cost if the limitations are equitable. 

- We believe it to be the practice for a purchaser to pay the costs of 
production of deeds in a morigagee’s hands ; still we think he would 
suecessfully contest the point, either by saying that the vendor in 


production if the limitations are legal, and escape| THE ORGANIZATION OF A SOLICITOR’S 
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OFFICE. 


INTRODUCTORY, 


the contract held himself out as the owner in fee and must prove Awona the many cl teristic diff hick » tite boone tie 


himself to be such, or by treating the vendor and his mortgagee as | (+ a-marcation between the two branches of the legal i 
elf t , profession there 
constituting the vendor. is, perhaps, no more striking contrast than Sohne sina 
We believe that our correspondent is correct in stating that, are she exteranleuniiions unate Witehend rosea 
: tting asi comparatively 
under the common practicn, the purchaser pays the costs of selves in particular districts—and even this little minority is the out- 
practice whether the purchase is of an unincumbered fee simple oom. eats ma p hives pad 
or of an equity of redemption; and, in the former case, whether obliges the barrister to seek his quarters 
the existence of the mortgage has, or has not, been disclosed to gates and there (speaking only of gregarious 


producing deeds in the hands of a mortgagee; and that this is the 


the purchaser. It is also true that, when the existence of the 


mortgage is undisclosed, on a contract for the purchase of an | the general body, gi ; c 
unincumbered fee simple, the expenses attending the production of | sultations, and, it is profanely whispered, 

the deeds is thrown upon the purchaser, without any previous at! Rasa sgh ison ap tpn pe gmp ra 
notice to him of such liability. So far as it goes, this is a hard- Sf the ot ine other apse as regard timen: 


ship. We question, however, whether the first of our correspondent’s 


proposals for avoiding the imposition of this liability upon purchasers every nook amd corner of and 
will be found sufficient for the purpose. We do not see how, when a | type of ‘‘ parlour,” associated in the mind with Mr. Sampson Brass, to 
contract for sale is entered into by a mortgagor alone, for the sale | the mansion in Lincoln’s-inn-fields ; from the old-fashioned 
of an unincumbered fee simple, without disclosing the existence of rea po village to the office in the commercial centre of a busy city. 


the mortgage, it is possible, either in legal usage or in common 
speech, to say that the vendor is composed of the mortgagor and 
mortgagee together. To say this would be to obliterate the dis- 


tinction between the vendor and persons who are strangers to the | ; comparably greater than was 
e 


contract of sale, though they are necessary ies to the convey- 
ance. This distinction has always been well recognized. Nobody 
seriously questions the doctrine that, to use the peculiar language 
of the Conveyancing Act, a “‘ sale” is “‘ made” so soon as a binding 
contract has been entered into. Therefore, it would seem that a 
mortgagee, who is no party to, and is not bound by, the contract, 
cannot be reckoned among the vendors. 

We also feel considerable difficulty with reference to the proposed 
interpretation :—‘‘ Not in the possession of the vendor, or of those 
claiming under him.” This interpretation would leave out some 
eases. which ought clearly to be brought within it. For instance, 
the case of the equitable tenant for life, referred to by our corres- 
pondent apparently as being clearly within it, does not seem to 
us to be capable of being brought within it by any straining of 
language. We find it impossible to recognize the trustees, having 
the legal estate, under the description of persons claiming under 
the equitable tenant for life. 

The other ground on which our correspondent suggests that the 
existing practice should be contested—viz., that ‘the vendor in 
the contract held himself out as the owner of the fee and must 
prove himself to be such ””—appears to us to constitute a more sub- 
stantial foundation. A vendor who contracts to sell the unincum- 
bered fee without disclosing the existenee of incumbrances, does 
seem to hold himself out as the owner of the unincumbered fee. It 
should be considered, however, whether the fact that it has long 
been the common practice to treat such vendors as not incurring 
any responsibility by reason of such holding out, might not be held 

to amount to something like a “general notice” to purchasers 


that they are not to interpret such contracts as containing any such | large landowners, 


holding out. We think, however, that the point raised by our 
correspondent is well worthy of discussion. 

Since the above observations were in » we have received a 
report (which will be found elsewhere) of a case of Johnson v. 
Tustin, decided by Mr. Justice Pearson on Thursday last. It will 
be seen that the learned judge construed the words of section 3, 
sub-section 6, literally. It remains, however, to be seen whether 
his construction will be supported on appeal. 








At the Greenwich Police-court on Saturday, Herbert Wilson, clerk, was 
c on remand with embezzling various sums of money, amounting 
in to about £28, received on account of his employer, Mr. Shaw, 
solicitor, of Blackheath. Prisoner pleaded guilty to having appro, 
moneys paid him as premiums in the Law Fire Office. He was under 











































few individuals who localize them- 


of the robe compare ideas, discuss events of interest to 
ve and receive current information, a 
y arrange, 

t of an arbitration or an 


Not so the solicitor. His professional abode may be traced in 
ales. It ranges from the 


house in a 


though it may, no doubt, be true that in , and in some 
of the larger provincial towns, solicitors have a tendency to gravitate 
towards particular districts, and equally true that in the present 
ities for interchangi gf. gpa 8 pen 
case not very many ago, 
fact remains that, while the barrister does his daily work in 
i peers, and cannot fail to retain ‘ touch ’ of them, 
the solicitor is comparatively a solitary unit, and pursues his way, in 
so far as the internal ion of his business is concerned, very 
to his own lights. The result is to produce the 
brs diversity of manners customs in the offices of different 
solicitors. 


The primary causes of this are as impossible to remove as they are 
for the most part easy to trace. But we are now concerned only with 
effect, and not with cause; and from that point of view any effort 
which can contribute, in however small a degree, to lessen the 
mutual disadvant of the gap which divides solicitors from each 
other a ee ee 
the good. t belief we invi' e a ion of our 
porsmap ase us ela with the organization of a solici- 
tor’s office. 

We are not unmindful that the subject ts features of con- 
siderable inherent difficulty. No one model could possibly 
meet the requirements of all solicitors alike. The machinery of a 
large office, with its string of partners and staff of numerous clerks, 
can. have little in: contmon, with that of the young beginner, who tales 
a couple of rooms on a third floor, and draws fi 
and limited acquirements of one i 
put down in legal 


much according 


refractory child which must be put out to nurse as soon as 


and a bankru or criminal case as something outside the 
one lifes uch wide divergences might be multipli 
finitely. 


But there is yet, again, another, and still more formidable, diffi- 
culty which presses upon us. Probably no one solicitor conducts his 
office upon exactly the same plan as another, unless where there has 
bean, 20 to apenk, & comsnon sulin: a6 whase » clark who bee sorsed 
his articl forth asa -blown solicitor, impregnated wi' 

jouler routil has become familiar to him in his student 
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consistent with justice. . Marsham said 
punishment than six weeks’ hard labour. 
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pectcalar head or wubjok it may nevertheless furnish matter deserv- 
ing of observation. country solicitor, for instance, will surely be 
no loser by learning somewhat more of the internal arrangements of 
his town brother’s office than he perhaps at present knows. 

Of the difficulty which arises from existing varieties of practice we 
desire to express our views with all diffidence, though they have been 
formed after much consideration. There are certain things falling 
within our title as to which there can be no two opinions about the 
right way of doing them. Thus, no one will dispute that a solicitor 
should have a copy made of a draft deed submitted to him for perusal 
on behalf of « client. There are many other things also falling 
within our eee admit of a very large ae, of practice. 

solicitor will adopt a particular me of ing his in 
3 another will est ee a totally different in” Hach Tint think 
his own practice in that the best, and neither will be likely to 
concede much merit to the cherished predilections of the other. Our 
aim will be to treat confidently of those matters as to which we 
honestly hold the opinion that, however much the practice as to them 
may vary, there is, in fact, only one right way of a with them, 
a for the rest, to say what we think without claiming infallibili 
or seeking to escape the criticism of the profession. So far, indeed, 
from having any desire to avoid adverse ressions of opinion, we 
shall gladly po A se any communication which may serve to evoke 
a thorough ventilation of the subjects dealt with. 

We propose, in the arrangement of our articles, to group them 
under the following main divisions :— 

nae a Oiguhietia @ general sense. 

y: ization with special reference to the conduct of 
contentious business. 

Thirdly.—Organization with ial reference to the conduct of 
non-contentious business a 


It is possible that, for the purposes of enforcing an argument, or 
on illustration, we may find occasion to -# “ae ed there 
over the bounds of the particular division to which, for the time being, 
we may be directing the attention of our readers, and that subjects 
may from time to time present themselves which do not fit very 
harmoniously into one division as distinguished from another. But 
these minor embarrassments are almost inseparable, in our experience, 
from classifications of all subjects extending over a wide area ; and, on 
the whole, we venture to think that the plan which we have decided 
to adopt will be found to be a convenient and practical scheme. 
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RECENT DECISIONS. 


JUSTICES’ LAW. 
(Reg. v. Edwards, L. RB. 13 Q. B. D. 586.) 


This case decides a sci of considerable importance under the 
| orig Clauses Consolidation Act. The 22nd and 24th sections of 





under the Act where the compensation claimed does not 
£50. Section 11 of Jervis’s Act limits the time for making a 
plaint before justices to a period of six months from the time 
ee a eee ane It had been held in Re 
Edmundson (17 Q. B. 67) that section 11 of Jervis’s Act applied to a 
claim of com ion for injuriously affecting land ; but, in Reg. v. 
ee J. M. C. 27} it was held that the section did not 
a claim of compensation for taking land. In Reg. v. Hannay 
court had contrived to ‘‘ distinguish” Re Edmundson, but in Reg. 
Edwords the claim was for injuriously affecting, and the Court of 
Divisional Court having followed Re Edmundson) became 
to affirm the distinction or to choose between Reg. v. 
Re Edmundson. Affirm the distinction they could not, 
consideration, they have overruled Re Edmundson, 
satisfactorily dealing with the case law, but givin, 
seemed to us to be the only ible construction o 
We may observe that the decision will, perhaps, have 
effect of increasing the business of petty sessional courts, as claims 
ion under the Lands Clauses Act are frequently of a 


requiring rather — ration, and hitherto man 
claimants may have Seiad thomtedieys barred by the paca d 
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six months’ limitation. 


(Jenks v. Turpin, L. R. 13 Q. B. D. 505.) 


This case will long be referred to as an authority on the law of 

, unlawful games, and gaming-houses. The 4th section of 17 

18 88, enacts that any owner of a house or room used or 

allowed to be used an ealorntnl gomsing., and a person 

casting 5 the conduct of the business of such mie on chumnaiats 
the purpose of gami 

before two justices 

to allow justi 


P 


—an amount very large for 
to impose, Jenks v. Tueple was 


may be fined on summary con- | This 









very fully argued, and the judgment of Hawkins, J., will be found — 
ta Essent thnvend nae te ing, which are numerous 
nk avenieiel: The net result of the decision is, that baccarat is 
an unlawful game ; that the committee-men of a pregrienns club, 
although deriving no profit therefrom, are liable, as well as the pro- 
prietor, to the statutory penalties for keeping @ gaming-house, and 
that Sate a Siveres Heat So oe of the am ean oe 
subscribers or members, an t it is not o e gen ublic. 
This last proposition’ is important in its Neosing on the Windred 
subject-matter of so-called _workmen’s clubs, which are in reality 
unlicensed public-houses. It is a question of fact in each case for 
justices to Jocide whether a house be illegally used or not. 








REVIEWS. 


CHITTY’S STATUTES. 


STATUTES OF PracTicaL UTILITY PASSED IN THE First SESSION OF 
1884, ARRANGED IN ALPHABETICAL ORDER. WITH NOTES. 
CONTINUATION OF CHITTY’s Statutes. By J. M. LeEty, Esgq., 
Barrister-at-Law. Henry Sweet; Stevens & Sons. 

Mr. Lely is certainly right in issuing his useful annual oo pany 
to Chitty’s Statutes without waiting for the legislation which may or 
may not occur in the present autumnal session of Parliament. The 
last session, which has been frequently described as a legislative 
blank, has supplied no fewer than forty-seven statutes of sufficient 
practical utility to be included in the present work. These statutes are, 

merally speaking, annotated with the editor’s usual care and 

Scaledination, but it would have been useful for practitioners outside 

Yorkshire to have had shortly pointed out the alterations made by the 

Yorkshire Registries Act in the former practice. Those only who use 

this work can appreciate the ocdventear of having on their tables the 

legislation of the past session classified and arenged, together with 
the orders made in pursuance of the Acts, in this handy volume. 





THE LAWYER’S COMPANION. 


THE LAwYER’s COMPANION AND DiaRY, AND LONDON AND Pnro- 
vinoraL Law DrrEcrory For 1885. Edited by J. Trustram, 
Barrister-at-Law. THIRTY-NINTH ANNUAL IssvE. Stevens & 
Sons ; Shaw & Sons. 


This excellent diary a under new editorship, and at a very 
early date, All the ald | amaee seem to be preserved, and the orders 
as to Assizes, Supreme Court Fees, and Bankruptcy Fees are added. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 
*.* T. 0. S.—Next week. 


PAYMENT OF PURCHASE MONEY TO TRUSTEES. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 

Sir,—We are acting as solicitors for the purchaser of some property 
from three — who sell as mo under bond a A of sale 
The mo is merely expressed in their mortgage as belonging 
to nanan a joint account, and we have no notice of any trust, In 
answer to our requisition that the vendors should attend in m to 
receive the purchase-money, or the money be paid into their joint 
names at a bank, the vendor’s solicitor, who is himself one of the 
vendors, writes that it is not a sale by trustees, but by mortgagees, 
and that the rule laid down in Re Bellamy does not apply, but that 
section 56 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, is sufficient to justify the 
payment to the solicitor. 

Our doubt is whether, if it should turn out that the vendors are 
really trustees, the payment to the solicitor will prove a discharge to 


the 
The point is one which must often arise, but we do not see that it 
has been dealt with by any of your correspondents. 
We should be glad to know what is the general view in such a case. 
Gray’s-inn, Oct. 28. SoLicrrors. 


The point was raised but not discussed by oug correspondent 
‘“H.,” at p. 805 of the last volume. We cannot say what is the 
view, but we question greatly whether the mere joint account 
clause, without any express notice that the mort money is 
of a trust fund, w for the of the doctrine of In re 
Bel , be held to affect the with notice of a trust, 
ever, is hardly the question; the question is whether 





a 
urchaser, pe ie Somme to be perfectly. safe, would be (to use the 
pape ol Cation ie +» in In ve Bellamy) “ not vp tomas 
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iustifiably prudent,” i ing, ‘‘I don’t t to ha question 








trust. Before I pay this money to the solicitor, T most pe 


of a 
isfie that the mortgage-money is not part 
shall be glad to have our readers’ views on this question.—Eb. S. J.] 

















regret that misunderstood Mr. Miller’s remarks. 
i gic fou in 27 Soxicrrons’ JOURNAL, p- 791,—ED. 








THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY’S CALENDAR. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 


subject. Iam there made to say that there were 284 more names COURT OF APPEAL, 
in ti e Calendar than in the Law ist, whereas, what I said was, that 
in eight pages alone (naming them) there was the above difference ; 
what the total would amount to in the whole Calendar I do not 
know, but in all probability two or three times as much, or some 
700 names or more. 

This opens up the view of the matter I contended for in the paper 
I read at Bath last year, and as dealt with in Mr. Lake’s paper. 
What I said, and what I say, is, that three-quarters in bulk of this 
year’s Calendar (94 peges of it) is practically useless, if not indeed 
worse, misleading. To explain myself, let me say that these 947 
pages are a list of solicitors who have obtained from the regi of 
solicitors a certificate entitling them, upon payment of proper 
duty, to practise in the courts, do professional work, costs, 
&c. Practically, what do I or any one else care whether Brown, 
Jones, or Smith is entitled to a stam, certificate ? What we want 
to know is, whether he has duly obtained one, and so whether we 
meet one another on equal ground, and whether solicitors, holding 
stamped certificates, do their duty towards their clients in advisin. 
them to pay costs recovered or charged against them by an unli 
solicitor. ‘The Law List shows this, as that contains only the names 
of solicitors who have paid the duty on their certificates, and so are 
entitled to charge and receive costs, &e. 

Now, the Calendar was not published oS until February 23, 
when seven and a half weeks of the year passed, and the Law 
List not until March 12, when ten weeks of the year had passed (at 
least, these were the dates respectively when I received my copies), 
and as certificates ought, by law, to be stamped by December 15 
annually, there is no means of knowing, ex! by a search in Lon- 
don, whether a solicitor holds a stamped ificate between Decem- 
ber 15 and the middle of March, being in round numbers a quarter 
of the whole year. As I said before, the Calendar list is useless, and, 
as many solicitors, especially in the country, regard such list as of 
equal value with the Law ist, it is misleading. is withi 
own knowledge that in the city of Bristol, where alone there is 4 
difference of ten names between the two lists, on a solicitor whose 


Power or APPoInTING NEw TRusTEEsS—CONSENT TO . 
axcrnc Act, 1881, 8. 31—Srarvrory Powsr—‘‘ ConTRARY INTENTION IN 
InsrruMent.”’—In a case of Cecil v. Langdon, before the Court of Appeal 
re bebacagrrng vast sestiee ceo “ ) Where yond either 
v * a 

or substituted, and ted ~4 
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name does not appear in this year’s Law List bei challenged with | trustee or oo dying oF desiring to be dincherss. Oyed, that the 
the fact, he alleged that it was owing to his Lon on agent’s care- becoming incapable to act as It will be observed that the 
lessness, and pointed to the Calendar as containing his name, which clause in this power which required the consent of the tenant for life or 
is opponent, not knowing the difference in value of the two lists, | tenant in tail in to ° given to an appointment wan In 
as proof that the solicitor in question held a duly stamped po eagre Bape to the case an adult tenant for life of Paied, two 

ificate. ? original trustees settlement died, 
i i iati 1808, two ce were appointed by the Court of Chancery. In 1873, the 
Now I yield to no onein my appreciation of the value of the Ow two original trustees havi died, and the two trust inted by 


rest of the Calendar, and all I want is to see the whole of the book 
made of trustworthy value. 

In my Bath paper I showed how all this may be remedied, and 
the Calendar made of 6 5 value with the Law List, and how the 
two publications may issued on January 1 annually, instead of 
seven or ten weeks later, and this without ot avy Oy extra cost or 
trouble to anyone ; and hereon I must say ir Thomas Paine 
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either had not read my pe or did not fully appreciate my as to the 

when he spoke of the SM ties in the way of carrying out my mg intended to con! to act, claimed the ght, woe coe, subiea - 

gestion. t it would require an alteration of the present law m Conveyancing Act, 1851, err gy omies a the 
con- 


true ; but I showed, from my arg ayer 8 with the Inland Revenue 
Commissioners (and quoted their 1 

objection to the alteration, but that 
should be submitted to the Incorporated Law Society, as the re 
sentative body of solicitors hout the country. They 
said there would, of course, be no ue objection to the proposal, 
but that the commissioners would not be inclined to take the initiative 
in penemnmnanding such a change. 

If, therefore, I have made out a case, I submit the same to the 
Gouncil of the Incorporated Law Society, as the representative body 
of solicitors throughout the country, to bring about the alteration 
su , and, in the words of Mr. Lake’s resolution, to make the 

a complete and trustworthy law directory, so as to make it 
= genet appreciated book of reference, and eventually a substi- 
for the existing Law List. 

T do not propose to trouble you further now, but next week I 

with your leave, point out another grievous defect in both the 
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the circumstances, the power of appointment contained in the settlement 
could not be the two trustees who were dead, the retiring 
trustee, and the peng oon, Pomona ha been all appointed by the 
and none of them having been either an ori trustee or a 
trustee appointed as mentioned in the deed. He thought that section 31 
to the existing circumstances, and that the continuing trustee of 

four ted by the court had under it aright to nominate new 
trustees. lordship was of opinion that sub-section 7 did not affect 
the present case. No ‘‘contrary intention’’ was expressed in the deed. 
In certain cases the consent of certain persons was required to the 
appointment, but it was not required in the actual state of circumstances. 
Luomsszr, L.J., was of the same opinion. The court had to deal with a 
of circumstances in which no intention was expressed in the instru- 

ment either way ; therefore a “contrary intention” was not expressed. 
Far, L.J., said that the settlement had placed a fetter on the exercise of 
the power of appointing new trustees, but it was only a fetter on the 
of the power by the persons named as the original trustees or 
persons inted as therein mentioned. The question was whether that 
to an expression of an intention with regard to an appointment 

trustees who were not so appointed, but who were ar a 

by the court. His lordship thought that it did not.—Counsgx, Northmore 
Lawrence; Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and 8S. Dickinson; Christopher James. 
Soracrrons, C. J. Mander ; Tumplin, Tayler, § Joseph. 
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Venpor any Purcuaser—Sare or Lanp 1x Lors—Conprrion As To 
Covenant sy PcRcHASER REsTRICTING Use or Lanp—LorT REMAINING UN- 
soLp.—In a case of In re Mordy and Cowman, before the Court of Appeal, 
on the 27th ult., a question arose as to the effect of a condition, on the 
sale of land in lots, that each purchaser should enter into a restrictive 
covenant as to the use of ‘the land purchased by him. Land was put up 
for sale by auction in two lots. The conditions of sale stated that the 
vendor was the owner of other adjoining property which was not included 
in the sale, and provided that the purchaser of each lot should, in his 
conveyance, enter into a covenant with the vendor and with the purchaser 
of the other lot not to use any building on his lot as a public-house, and 
@ form of covenant to this effect was annexed to the condition. The 

i did not contain any express provision for the event of one of 
the lots not being sold. At the sale lot 2 was sold, but lot 1 was not. 
bn! pero] of lot 2 signed an agreement in the usual way. He after- 

insisted that, as he could not obtain the benefit of a restrictive 
covenant from a purchaser of lot 1, he was not bound to enter into the 
restrictive covenant with the vendor. Chitty, J., held that the purchaser 
was bound to enter into the covenant, on the ground that the condition 
was intended for the benefit of the vendor. The Court of Appeal 
(Baccatiax, Bowen, and Frr, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision, on the ground 
that there was no implied condition that the purchaser of one lot should, 
in the event of the other not being sold, be relieved from his agreement 
to enter into the restrictive covenant with the vendor.—CovnsgL, Davey, 
Q.C., and ae + Ince, Q.C., and Plummer. Soxtcrrons, Wood § Wootton ; 

$ Co. 





Practices — Arrgat — Evipence —Jupce’s Notres—Stamr — Orper 58, 
mn. 11—Onrper as Tro Supreme Court Fees, 1884, Scuzputz No. 133.—In a 
case of Alt v. Norman, before the Court of A on the 28th ult., when 
a copy of the judge’s notes taken at the was handed to the court, it 

that it bore no stamp and had not been signed by the judge. 
| ange eee ori ear practice with regard to the method 
mere Sang the judge’s notes, and it appeared that there has 
been some in the practice in the Chancery and Queen’s Bench 
Divisions. It was stated that in the Queen’s Bench Division the judge’s 
notes are considered to be for the use of the Court of Appeal, and the 
Bividon ithe boon customary ary for the parties to obtain from the judge 
or the parties to obtai m the j 8 
easiettes enseamen se “ eo erg me — PE that 
as to differ in the different branches of the court, 
their lordships were of opinion that it was not desirable to make any 
declaration as to the practice of this branch of the court, but they 
would take measures to have oa seeing of the ju in 
order iform practice in all the courts.—CovunseL, Giffard, 
Q.C., and Northmore Lawrence; Barber, Q.C., and Vernon RB. Smith. 
Soxsctrrons, W. & A. BR. Ford ; Badham & Williams. 


g 





scinc Arrzat—Costs.—In a case of Mellor v. Swire, 
on the 29th ult., an application was made to 
have the hearing of an appeal advanced, on the ground that it was 


be disposed of quickly. The other parties who had been served with 
spplication raised no objection toit. The court (BaccaLtay, 

Bows, and Fry, L.JJ.) refused it, saying that equally good reasons 
every one of the 221 — in the list. 
ing of the other appeals, 


[ 


«a: Po then for yo costes, and the court ordered 
applicant them.—Covunszt, Marten, @C., and Finch; Millar, 
5 ig Hanlon eto. Soricrrons, Dollman § Pritchard; 











yment to the plaintiff of a fund which was in co’ 
Invested y in 


the plaintiff. He had 


years ; that he was somewhere on the Continent of Europe, buf that 
address was not known. Under these circumstances, the court 
(BaccatLay, Bowen, and Fry, L.JJ.) thought that the fund ought to 
remain in court, unless the plaintiff would give security for its repayment 
in case he should be unsuccessful on the appeal. This the plaintiff 
ee Se Soak ee cna ~~ ane ee in og 

e appellant wo ive security (to approv' y the judge 
canton) to make bf to the plaintiff the difference between the income 
produced by the fund as invested and interest, on its ypeeey market value, 
at the rate of four per cent. annum until the appeal should be 

i of, and also security for the payment to the plaintiff of the 
difference between the highest market value of the investments at any 
time before the appeal should be heard and the market value (if less) on 
the day on which the appeal should be heard. The cash would be invested 
so as to produce income. If the appellant would not give this security, 
the payment out would not be stayed.—CounseL, James Kaye; Cozens- 
Hardy, Q.C., and A. Young. Soxscrrors, Markby, Stewart, ¢ Co. ; Walker, 
Martineau, § Co. 





Venpor AND PurncuaseR—REAL EstaTe—MIskEPRESENTATION- -RESCISSION 
or Conrract.—In a case of Smith v. The Land and House Property Corpora- 
tion, before the Court of Ap on the 27th ult., a question arose as to 
the right of a purchaser of real estate to rescind his contract on the 

und of misrepresentation by the vendor as to the value of the property. 

e contract was for the p of a freehold house which was occupied 
as an hotel. The particulars of sale stated that the property “is now 
held by 2 very desirable tenant,’’ for an unexpired term of twenty-eight 
years, at a rent of £400 per annum. aan eines Yisee Se eee 
described the tenant as ‘‘a most desirable tenant.’? The defendants 
agreed to buy the property for £4,700. After entering into the agreement, 
they discovered that, at the time of the sale, the tenant was in arrear 
with his rent, and, a few days after the sale, he filed a liquidation petition. 
He had previously paid his rent only under great pressure by his land- 
lords. e vendors brought the action for ific ‘ormance of the 
agreement, and the defendants put in a counter-claim for the rescission 
of the contract, on the ground o: resentation by the vendors. The 
evidence, in the opinion of Denman, J., who tried the action, showed 
that the defendants had relied on the representation as to the character of 
the tenant, and he held that the statement was vot a mere commendatio, 
but a representation of a material fact, and that, as it was untrue, the 
defendants were entitled to rescind the contract. This decision was 
affirmed by the Court of Appeal (BaccaLtay, Bowen, and Fry, L.JJ.). 
They said that they could not differ from the conclusion of Denman, J., 
who had seen the witnesses, as to the result of the evidence, and they 
agreed with him on the question of law.—Counszt, VW. W. Karslake, Q.C., 
and Asquith ; Davey, Q.C., and W. A. Raikes. Soxscrrors, Taylor, Son, § 
Humbert ; Smythe & Brettell. 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 


Practice—Trustgez Acr, 1850, s. 32—Re8-APPOINTMENT OF EXISTING 
Trustees In THE PLace or THEMSELVES AND A BANKRUPT AND ABSCONDING 
Trustrez.—In a case of In re Lamb’s Trusts, before Pearson, J., on the 
27th ult., the question arose whether, undera petition under the Trustee 
Agts, the court would simply remove a bankrupt and absconding trustee of 
a will, and appoint the remaining trustees as sole trustees, without 
appointing a new trustee in the place of the bankrupt. In Jn re Harford’s 

rusts (L. R. 13 Ch. D. 135), Jessel, M.R., appointed three preg avee | 
trustees of a will to be trustees in place of themselves and the fourt 
trustee, who had absconded. But in the later case of In re Aston (L. R. 
23 Ch. D. 217, 27 Soxtcrrors’ Jovnnat, 275), in deference to the contrary 
= of Cotton, L.J., as expressed in In re Nash (L. R. 16 Ch. D. 508), 

e Master of the Rolls withdrew his opinion, ——_ he still thought he 
was right, and the court (Jessel, M.R., and ey and Bowen, L.JJ.), 
sitting in Lunacy, simply to discharge a lunatic trustee without 

ting a new trustee in his place. In the more recent case of In re 

‘artyn (L. R. 26 Ch. D. 745, 28 Soricrrons’ Jovrnwan, 563), Beggallay, 

, and Lindley, L.JJ. (sitting in Lunacy), held that, there be no 
contin trust, but the duty of the trustees being simply to distribute 
the trust fund among absolutely entitled to it, a lunatic trustee 
might be dischar; thout the appointment of another trustee in his 
place. In In re "s Trusts, as to the bulk of the trust fund, the duty 
of the trustees was merely to distribute it among absolutely en- 
titled, but as to a comparatively small it there was a con- 
tinuing trust—i.e., there was a trust to i ag life annuities, and oy 
the income of one ] toa tenant for life, the capital being divisible 

her children on death. Under these ces, PEARSON, 
tastes must be appointed "ta. the place ef tke, bankrupt.—Covmuat, 

must pt.—CounszL, 
R. F. Norton, Suse Gordon § Dalbiac. 


——e 


* R. 8. C., 1883, onp. 15; oxp. 55, xn. 10—Junispicrion on Summone— 
Dectston oy Issuzs 1x Action.—In a case Of Borthwick v. Ransford, before 
Pearson, J., on the 25th ult., the question arose whether the plaintiff in 
an action is entitled to me Pay questions which are at issue in the 
action before the court for dec by means of » summons, instead of 
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r trust or of the estate of any deceased , if the questions between the 


parties can be properly determined without such j t or order.’”’ It 
was contended that this rule does not -epply to summonses, 
which are dealt with by the previous rules of order 55, that it shows 


by implication that the court has power to make an order for the ad- 
ministration of a trust upon a summons taken out in an action brought 
for the administration of the trust. Pxzarson, J., declined to accede to 
this view, and said that it would be most inconvenient if the questions at 
issue in an action, which were properly for determination at the trial, 
could be raised in this way by a summons in the action. The result 
would be that in every action the plaintiff might take out a summons for 
the determination of the issues in the action imstead of wai for the 
ial i regular way. He could not allow this to be done. e plain- 
tiffs were not entitled to anything more than an order for an account and 
inquiries under order 15.—CovnseL, Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and Jason Smith ; 
Higgins, Q:C., and Grosvenor Woods ; Everitt, Q.C., and Godefroi. Soxict- 
rors, Morten, Cutler, § Cc ; Burn § Berridge ; Valpy, Chaplin, ¢ Peckham. 





Inrant Warp or Covurt—Re.iciovs Epucation—Wisues or DeckAsED 
Faruer—Moruer reEstpiInc Aproap—Jvrispiction.—In a case of In re 
Montague, before Pearson, J., on the 29th ult., a question was raised as to 
the jurisdiction of the court to give directions in regard to the 
education of two infants, who were wards of court, but whose mother 
(their only surviving parent), with whom they were living, was resident 
and domiciled abroad. The father, an officer in the army, was a Protest- 
ant. The mother was a Roman Catholic, and was domiciled in Jersey 
where the took place. The husband and wife had promised the 
Roman Catholic priest, who ormed the marriage ceremony, that the 
children of the marriage should be brought up as Roman Catholics. The 
husband died about two years after the marriage, very shortly after the 
birth of the younger child. The mother married again. Her second 
husband was domiciled and resided in Jersey, and the children lived with 
him and their mother. The father, by his will, had , ae two Pro- 
testant gentlemen, resident in England, guardians of the infants jointly 
with the mother. The mother desired to have the children educated as 
Roman Catholics; the father’s relations desired that they should be 
educated as Protestants. The Protestant to the court 


guardians 
for directions as to the education of the infants. On of the mother | Merth 


it was objected that, under the circumstances, the court had no jurisdic- 
tion, or that, at any rate, it would not make an order obedience to which 
it could not enforce upon the mother. Pearson, J., held that at any rate 
the English guardians were entitled to have the o of the court as to 
the proper mode of educating the infants. And he intimated an opinion 
that, even if the mother was unwilling to obey the direction of the court, 
the order would not be ineffective, the court having control over the 
allowance to be made for the maintenance of the infants. And, looking 
at all the circumstances of the case, he came to the conclusion not- 
withstanding the promise made at the time of the marriage, the father 
had sufficiently indicated his wish that the infants should be educated in 
his own religion.—Counsrt, Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., B. B. Rogers, and Vernon 
R. Smith ; Cookson, Q.C., and Mulligan. Soxxcrrors, Wood, Bigg, ¢ Nash ; 
Saunders, Hawkesford, § Bennett. 





Venpor anp Purcuasrer—Oren Contract — Expensk oF ABSTRACT OF 
Dezps not iN Venpor’s Possgsston—Convrranotine Act, 1881, s. 3, 
suB-sEecTion 6.—In a case of Inre Johnson and Tustin, before Pearson, J., 
on the 30th ult., an important question arose as to the construction of 
a 3, ogee ge -s of ~ Conveyancing tg 1881. en poe oon 

Tro it, ‘On a sale of any property, the expenses of the produc- 
Hon and inspection of all Acts of Parliament, Me « CO0Oh, 2d. 
and other bprreeae pet in ecm seen pomeerite sites and the 

of searching for, p gz; » v and producing 
alt certificates, declarations, evidence, and istormation” not in the ven- 
dor’s possession, and all attested, stam office, or other copies or 


abstracts of, or extracts from, any Acts of ent or other documents 

on not in the vendor’s m, such on popes inspec- 
. » » procuring, verge hay uired by a purchaser. 

either for verification of the abstract or any yanpees, shall be 


borne by the purchaser who requires the same.” In the present case an 
open contract for the purchase of land was entered into, and the 

c was, therefore, entitled to a forty years’ title. The abstract ee 
nished by the vendor commenced with a deed dated in December, 1860. 
The purchaser required an abstract to be furnished of 

1854, which was a conveyance of the property with other land to a com- 
pany, through whom the vendor derived title. deed 
vendee’s possession, but he was entitled to the benefit of a covenant for 
its production. The vendor enn that, Her cer gor ge 
insisted 


the purchaser must Pay the 

sly wont, conreetene 

a e, the vendor was own 

an abstract of the deeds which formed that title, and that “a-auee 


5 
| 


4 
f 
H 


Ot wet oy oe ee 
to the case, 


on ae ae eee but a conveyance to 
no a 
; weeBid te te 


i 
it 


: 
: 
if 
it 
ity 





Wui—UConsrruction—Worps or Purcuass or Liurratrion—Worp 
‘¢ Tssuz,” wrrn Worps or LimiraTion suPERADDED—Estate Tar.—In the 
case of Williams v. Williams, before Chitty, J., on the 28th ult., —— 
arose upon the of a will, dated 1860, as to whether word 
‘* issue,”” with words of limitation to give an estate 
tail, or whether the issue took as purchasers. The testator, after disposing 
of his real estate, subject to his wife’s life interest therein, in favour of 
his six n , continued as follows: ‘‘And all my right, title, and 
interest to and in the same and every Giseeeh 00 Ss ogee eee 
and amongst my said six and share alike, i 
after them, to and for their executors, administrators, and 
Currry, J., said he was of opinion that the words 
estate tail in the six nephews. There was a dictum 
yen Aan one 3 Jones & Lat., at p. 57, that a devise to A. 
for life, with to his issue, with superadded words of limitation 
in a manner inconsistent with a descent from i 


Macnaghten, Q.C., and Christopher James ; Upjohn. 
Gibbs, Llewellyn $ Lock, Newport, Mon.; J. H. Wrentmore, for James § Co., 
yr Tydfil. 


R. 8S. C., 1883, orp. 31, ex. 6, 11—Drscoveny—Inrerrocarorims— 
Particutars or Acts or Neciicencs.—In a case of ¢ — ’: 
“72 
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the argument of Mr. Bucknill, until I saw what the statement of claim 
disclosed. But, having seen that, I do not think it a case for what 
amounts to an order for further iculars. The rock on which the 
stuck is mentioned, the locality is mentioned, and sufficient is stated 
to the defendants know what case they will have to meet. Are we, 
joe eh ge Pen rpenn the onus of showing how the — t on 
the rock? The plain would have to get that from the d ts’ 
own servants, for get Bem can know what happened on board this 
vessel. All that the tiffs will have to prove to establish a primd facie 
be to show that the ship ran on the rock without any seasons 
ion of how it ay geen is part of the defendants’ 
; they will have to excuse it. regards the cases that have been 
a totally different. In Saunders v. Jones the defendant was 
to let the plaintiff know what charges of misconduct the defendant 
be cm. to allege against him at the trial; otherwise the defendant 
have been taken by rise. In The Rory the defendants asked 
for particulars of certain defects in their vessel alleged by the plaintiffs 
to exist. Each case must be decided on its own merits, and this x 
must be dismissed. Srzpuen, J., concurred.—Counset, Bucknill ; F. G. 
Barnes ; Sims Williams. Souxcrrors, Waltons, Bubb, ¢ Walton. 





CASES AFFECTING SOLICITORS. 
Count oF APPEAL. 
(Before Brett, M.R., and Corron and Linp.ey, L.JJ.) 
Oct. 27.—Burgess v. Clark. 


The action in this case was by a common informer against two clerks of 
the Trowbridge Local Board to recover a postr of £50 under section 193 
of the Public Health Act, 1875. By that section officers or servants 
appointed under the Act by the local authority are not in any wise to be 
concerned or interested in any bargain or contract made with such 
authority for any of the purposes of the Act ; and if any such officer or ser- 
vant is so concerned or interested, or under colour of his office or employ- 
ment exacts or accepts any fee or reward whatsoever other than his proper 
salary, wages, and allowances, he is to be liable to the penalty of £50 and 
costs. It that Messrs. Clark & Collins, solicitors, were clerks 
to the Trowbridge Local Board. In 1873, before they were appointed 
clerks, they had let three rooms to the board, and subsequently in 1880, 
after their FO gwyg-w the board required further room, and Messrs. 
Collins & let them another room, the letting being determinable 
yy six months’ notice. It was admitted that there was no imputation on 

. Collins & Clark, and that the transaction was fair and bond fide ; 
but it was contended by the plaintiff that it amounted to a breach of 
section 193, At the trial before Cave, J., judgment was entered for the 
plaintiff. It was now contended on appeal by the defendants that the 
section did not refer to a contract or bargain for the use and occupation 
of land ; and also that the transaction being bond fide, and at most a mis- 
take, the defendants were protected by section 265. There was a further 
eae that the letting was in the nature of an “‘allowance’’ under 


Ambrose, Q.C., and A. Collins, Q.C., were for the defendants. 
Charles, Q.C., and C0. Mathews, for the plaintiff, were not called upon to 


argue. 
The Covrr dismissed the appeal, expressing an opinion that it was a 
hard case, but that they were unable to hold that section 193 was not ap- 


.— Times. 





LIVERPOOL POLICE COURT. 


(Before Mr. RaFFLEs, Stipendiary Magistrate. ) 
On Wednesday last Francis Willey and Samuel Tebbut, lately carryin 
on business in Dale-street, as cutlers, under the style of ad Willey & 


Co., appeared to enswer summonses laid under the Debtors Act, 1869, 
charging them wi in connection with their bankruptcy removed, 
concealed, and certain cutlery goods, valued at £40, with in- 


tent to defraud their creditors. When the case was before the court on a 


eae his worship decided to dismiss it, inasmuch as the new 
Act gave the county court judges the same powers to commit 
by a stipendiary 


Mr. being on, now said :—I regret to find 
that we shall not be relieved from these bankruptcy cases as I h A 


When I dismissed Sony Se apes tebe see, ¢ Gil ct reaiey 
Sian caatay ones tele SF ae nn te Be ints Senbeairey Act 
giving court judges same ers a8 a sti 

cael elm tae th Pat 


t right to do so. But as 
the solicitors for the defendants obj that since section 165 of the Act 


county court j as a body are, I am informed, of opinion that when 
a charge under the Debtors Act, 1869, comes out of the bankruptcy pro- 
ccedings it is not desirable that they should commit for trial, but that 
the independent tribunal. I cannot see this 
The county court — know all the facts of the case, in which very 
been taken, and if they think there is a ¢ 

an order for the prosecution of the bankrupt, there 

6 muc 


: 


had acted ly. However, if from reasons which the county court 
judges think setisfactory’ they have decided not to uso the power, the 
agistrates must hear cases. The case was then with, 

at the conclusion of the evidence Mr. Raffles com the defendants 
to the assizes, accepting bail for their appearance. 








OBITUARY. 


SIR VALENTINE FLEMING. 


Sir Valentine i ears Chief Justice of Tasmania, 
died at his residence, Tolbeose, heabil! on the 25th ult., in his seventy- 
fifth year. Sir V. Fleming was the son of the late Captain Valentine 
Fil , of the 9th Foot, and was born in 1809. He was educated at 
Trinity Co Dublin, where he uated B.A. in 1834, and he was 
called to the at Gray’s-inn in mas Term, 1838. Three years 
later, he to Tasmania, on receiving the repens of 
Commissioner of the Insolvent Debtors Court at Hobart Town. He was 
Solicitor-General for Tasmania from 1844 till 1848, when he was appointed 
Attorney-General, and in 1854 he became Chief Justice of the Supreme 
Court of the Colony. He received the honour of knighthood in 1 , and 
in 1870 he retired from the bench. He was, however, again acting Chief 
Justice from 1872 till 1874, and, for a few weeks during the latter year, 
he administered the Government of the Colony. Sir V. Fleming was a 

i for the county of Surrey and for the borough of Reigate. He 
been twice ied. 


MR. JAMES PRINGLE BARCLAY. 


Mr. James Pringle Barclay, solicitor, died at Wickham Market, on the 
2ist ult., at the age of eighty-eight, after a long illness. Mr. Barclay, 
who was one of the oldest solicitors in Suffolk, was born in 1796. He was 
admitted a solicitor in 1830, and he had practised at Wickham Market 
for over years. He wasa commissioner for the county of 
Suffolk, and he was for many years solicitor and secretary to the Wickham 
Market Association for the Prosecution of Felons. Mr. Barclay was for 
many years a member of the Plomesgate Board of Guardians. His death 
is universally lamented in the neighbourhood. 


MR. JOHN SMYTHIES GREENE, 


Mr. John Smythies Green, solicitor (of the firm of Partridge & Greene), 
of Bury St. Edmunds, died on the 17th ult., after a long illness. Mr. 
Greene was born in 1842. He was admitted a solicitor in 1864, and he had 
ever since practised at Bury St. Edmunds, being, at the time of his death, 
associated in partnership with Mr. George Anthony Partridge, who is 
coroner for the liberty of B St Edmunds and clerk to the county 

istrates. Mr. Greene was to the trustees of Sutton’s Charity 

of Sir John James’s Charity, and steward (jointly with Mr. Partridge 

of the manors of Hundon, Brinkley, Borough Green, Pakenham, an 

Fakenham. He was for several years churchwarden of St. James’s 

—_ and he was one of the governors of the Bury St. Edmunds 

rammar School. For nine years he held a commission in the 13th 

Suffolk Rifle Volunteers. Mr. Greene’s premature death is universally 

lamented. He leaves a widow, three sons, and three daughters. He was 
buried on the 23rd ult. 


MR. JOHN EVERALL, 


Mr. John Everall, solicitor, died at No 
erysipelas. Mr. Everall was born in 1834. 


on the 20th ult., from 
was admitted a solicitor 
in 1855, and he had for many years carried on business in Nottingham. 
He had a considerable private practice, and he had acted as a Conservative 
agent for the Northern Division of Nottinghamshire. He had also a large 


business as an advocate at the various sessions and licensing meet- 
ings in the town and and he was for several years solicitor to the 
Nottingham Licensed Vi ers’ Association. 


MR. DAVID HARRIES. 

Mr. David Harries, solicitor (of the firm of Harries, Wilkinson, & 

Raikes), of 24, Coleman-street, diea ‘on the 95th ult. Me Harries was 

born in 1827. He was admitted a solicitor in 1866. A few years later he 

became a member of the firm of Wilkinson, Stevens, & Harries, of 
afterwards to Coleman. 


Nicholas-lane, removin, -street. At the time of 
his death he was at the of the firm, associated in partnership 
with Mr. Josiah jun,, and Mr. Ro Taunton Raikes. Mr. 


Harries was the head of one of the largest offices in the city of London, 
Se ee ee ee cree ee ere pee ee vo One eRe 
don General Company. 





Although Sir James Hannen still continues to progress satisfactorily, he 
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country counsel are not so readily accessible. But really, when we calmly 
consider what would probably result from a fusion of the two branches of the 
legal profession, we shall, I think, come to the conclusion that solicitors have 
nothing to dread or to deprecate. Of course there would be still the t 
and the small. There would also be the specialists and the consulting 
practitioners as in, for instance, the medical profession. But talent, I think, 
would be more evenly distributed than perhaps it is now in the profession at 
. The status of solicitors would be raised, and would attract to it able men 
of position who now bury themselves in obscurity for years as barristers, with 
slight opportunity of displaying their legal attainments, owing probably to 
the limited scope afforded to their energies and the great competition 
for work in the higher branch of the profession. On the other hand 
solicitors would have an unlimited field for work before them; and 
might at any time without obstruction, pursue the course which experience 
proved most congenial to their tastes and abilities. As they would still have the 
sole responsibility of protecting their client’s interests, so they would then in 
addition have the free right to do personally everything necessary for the pur- 
pose, and, except at their own or at their clients’ desire, would not be com- 
Pome under any circumstances to entrust that responsibility to another. 
licitors might also feel that there was no distinction or position of honour 
connected with the legal profession which was not as much within their reach 
as within that of any other practitioner ; and, with this altered state of things, 
I submit, the whole tone of our profession would be improved, and there would 
be less likelihood of equivocal practices and those questionable acts of which 
we too often hear in connection with the branch to which we belong. The 
cost of litigation would, as a matter of course, be lessened, as an end would be 
put to the necessity of employing, to conduct an action in court, a person other 
than the solicitor who was in the first instance consulted. If I am met by the 
objection that ‘cheap law’ is a bad thing for the community, and litigation 
would thereby be much increased, I would answer that an objection which is 
based upon the possible increase of litigation, is hardly the one to lie in a 
solicitor’s mouth, and, after all, it would be conferring a boon on the public to 
enable every person to assert his rights at a reasonable cost, rather than that 
he should be induced to submit to extortion and injustice on account of the 
extravagantly cestly way in which many actions in the superior court are now 
conducted. As I said at the outset of this paper, I do not propose any specific 
alteration of the present state of things. The object of my argument is to 
show that such a state of things is unsatisfactory, and that the causes which 
have led to the division of the legal profession into two independent and 
unconnected spheres of labour should be inquired into, and an endeavour made 
to bring about a more satisfactory and equitable adjustment of the relations at 
present subsisting between the two branches of that profession, or to effect 
such a fusion of them as may secure to all its members free play for their 
capabilities, with due regard to the wants of the community at large. With 
this end, I would suggest that a resolution be agreed to by this meeting 
recommending to the council of the society that a committee be appointed 
specially to consider the existing relations of solicitors and barristers as well 
inter s¢ as with the public, having in view the object to which I have referred, 
and to report thereon to the society at a future general meeting. 








LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Rowtanpv Brownz, solicitor (of the firm of Thomas & Browne), of 
en, has been appointed Clerk to the Carmarthen Board of 
Guardians, Rural Sanitary Authority, Assessment Committee, and School 
Attendance Committee, and Superintendent Registrar for the district. Mr. 
Browne was admitted a solicitor in 1866. His partner, Mr. George 
Thomas, is town clerk of Carmarthen, and coroner for the Western Dis- 
trict of Carmarthenshire. 


Mr. Gzorce Domenico Pacz, solicitor, proctor, and notary, of Malta, 
— appointed Registrar of the Vice-Admiralty Court of the Island of 


Mr. Samvuet Lee Anpexson, barrister, has received the honour of 
Knighthood. Sir 8. Anderson is the son of Mr. Matthew Anderson, late 
Crown Solicitor for the city of Dublin. He was educated at Trinity 
College, Dublin, where he graduated B.A. in 1850, and he was admitted 
a solicitor in Ireland about the year 1853. He was for several years a 
legal assistant in the Chief Secretary’s office, and in 1868 he was appointed 
Crown Solicitor for the counties of Waterford and Kilkenny. He had 
charge of the prosecutions under the Protection of Person and Property 
Act, 1881, and he was for some time chief assistant to the Assistant 
ome ep for Ireland. He ~was called to the bar in Ireland in 
Mr. Patrick Coxt, solicitor, of Dublin, has been appointed Crown 
Solicitor for the City and County of Dublin, in succession to Mr. Ander- 
son, resigned. Mr. Coll was admitted a solicitor in Ireland in 1864. 





DISSOLUTION OF PARTNERSHIP. 


Evozsne Juvce and Wit11am Hveparp Ciements, solicitors, 4, Broad- 
street- , Liverpool-street, London (Judge & Clements). October 20. 
In future the es will be carried on alone by the said Eugene J \ 

[ Gazette, October 28. 








While an ex parte motion (Ke Williams) was being argued in the Divi- 
sional Court on Thursday last, to change the place of trial of a prisoner, 
under Palmer's Act, the court (Grove and Stephen, JJ.), in the absence 
of a sufficient affidavit, took judiciak notice of ‘‘ Bradshaw’s’’ time tables. 


LEGAL NEWS. 


During the circuits one court in banco will sit every Monday and Thurs- 
day to hear opposed and unopposed motions. On those days four courts 
will proceed with the hearing of Middlesex actions without juries and with 
common juries; but on the remaining days six courts will be formed for 
that purpose. 

A meeting of the judges of the county courts in England and Wales 
was held on Saturday at the Birmingham County Court, for the purpose 
of discussing matters relating to their jurisdiction and the administration 
of their office. The meeting was presided over by Sir Richard Harington, 
Bart., judge of the Northamptenshire, Oxfordshire, and Warwickshire 
district. 


In a case of In re A Solicitor, Wilberforce moved the Divisional Court, on 
Tuesday last, that a certain solicitor do answer an affidavit. Grove, J., 
inquired why the motion was not in the usual form, ‘that in default of 
answering the affidavit the solicitor be struck off the rolls.’’ Wilberforce 
was understood to say that it had been decided by the Court of Appeal 
(in an unreported case) that this was not now necessary. Stephen, J., 
said :— We will grant the order and see what comes of it. But it seems to 
me that if he does not answer, you will have to come here again and ask 
us to commit him for contempt in not having obeyed the order. 


Lord Coleridge, in his address to the grand jury at the opening of the 
Autumn Assizes at Bedford, spoke at lemgth on the character of the 
sentences which justices of the peace frequently passed. He strongly 
condemned the passing of heavy sentences for trifling offences, such as 
pilfering and the like, believing that such a method was but manufac- 
turing criminals instead of correcting them. In illustration, he cited a 
case where two urchins were sent to prison for three months with hard 
labour for the paltry theft of a few apples from an orchard—an offence of 
of which, perhaps, many of the magistrates themselves had been guilty 
when they were boys. If heavy sentences were awarded in such cases, 
there were no sentences adequately severe for the far graver crimes which 
frequently came before judges at assizes. 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURKE. 
Rota OF R&GISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 





Date. yn bad V. C. Bacon. Me, Festiee 
pints, WOR is cei Mr. Jadiagon Mr. Merivale. Mr, Gores 
uesda: an arrington King oe 
4 free ep Merivale owes 
arrington oe 
Jackson Merivale Clowes 
Carrington King Koe 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr, Justice 
© A NorTH. PEARSON. 
Mr. Lavie Mr. Teesdale Mr. Ward 
Pug Farrer Pemberton 
Lavie Teesdale 
Pugh Farrer Pemberton 
Lavie Teesdale Ward 
Pugh Farrer Pemberton 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 
MicuarLmas Sirtines, 1884, 

(Continued from page 848.) 


Before Mr. Justice Cuitry. In re The Scarsdale Brewery Co Claim 
Non-witness Causes, Adjourned Sam- of Chesterfield Bkg Co adj smas 
monses and Special Cases. In re John Poole’s Estate & Settled 


Paget v Clagett act 
Davies v Morgan act In re Webb to Streatham Hiil &o Cou & 
Hemeworth v Campbell adj sumns V&P Act adj smns 
Wiliams v Willams adj samns In re T P Pitt’s Settlement Collics v 
Butler v Cunningham repo Pitts adj emus 
Price v Insole act In re Iniian Co-operative Ageccy ld 
Reed Bowen & Co wv Cooper Hall & Co (Drew's Case) adj smne 

In re Northen’ 


act @ Estate Salt v Pym 
In re Sheard, decd Stocker v Sheard | . a0j smnus 
act Evans v Davies act 
In re R. Stsgg’s Ketate Stagg v Birt | In reM Cna:lton’s Estate Chariton v 
ad. 


Land Act adj emaos 


sums Chariton 6 
In re Richards & Co ld eumns Ardern v Sutton Sutton v Ardern claim 
In re The Ooregum Gold &. Co adj and counter claim 


sumns Bristowe,act 
Wilson v Dodds adj sumns In re Earl Grey & ors and the Ecolesi- 





Walter v Moor adj sumn« (act trans- estical Coos for England and V & P 
ferred for tri+] to North, J) Act adj sumns 
In re Jules’s Trade Mark adj smns In re Aldridge, decd Morgan v Hick- 
In re Levitt’s KEetate Farmiloe v man act & m fj 
Levitt lanes to take opinion In re John Pole’s Eetate Kiteon v Pule 
Batler v Bu! rr) adj sume 


In re Chas Kenny deod Sandwith v 


Cowie act 
gag A Williams’s Contract & 
V&P Act adj emus (two) 





Warner v Jacob adj sume 

In re Earl Wicklow’s Trusts adj sums 

In re R Pattinson’s Estate 
Pattinson adj sums 
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In re Weale’s Trust Weale v Sadler | In re C G Field, a Solr, to review taxa- 
adj sums tion emns 
In re Pearson, deod Foster v Pearson | In re Devala Provident Gold Mining Co 


act id smns 
In re Hickley and Steward ot poe Warton v Robinson act 
gee 3 The Indian, en ET br Sand- weer Be Etherington ¢ Foster 
sams 
ne ene meet eB Eke Collier © Jenner | Smith v Frycr’s Concrets Cold act & 


mf 
Jeaner v Godden adj sum In vet 3 Clark's Eatate Clark v Clark 
Jare Barber & Robert's Contract & V adj smns to vary certificate on re- 
: snp ae rk 
Arundeli v Harris m fj Hodson v 
Kingswood, &c, Collieries Co, 1d, v Moataniaty Bart m f (short) 
Budgett set Schmidt v N’ fj 

in re W R Wills’ Estate Wills v Homing y Hemming tc 

a adj sum Grafton v Watson act 
In re W Sprague’s Estate Sprague Berlandine » Perkins act 


v Hubbard adj sum Norris v Danby act 
Smith v Hurst adj sum Burke v Easton m f j pan. 
Fonresn» Weethenne ofj sum & sets In re Ochler’s T M Act 
In re teh m= my Estate Roper v adj am sae ‘on Zh om 

Lewis sume In re J Patience ‘atience v 
In re F 8 8 Tudor’s Estate Tudor v adj ee 

Tudor adj emns Pawi 
Sykes v Pleasance adj sm In re Frew aes SS he adj 
In re the Honduras Tater- Oceanto Ry smns 

Cold adj emns In re W Whitford dec Whitford v 
Harris v Coombes a (transfd from QB Blackford adj smns 

Div In re 8 G Ra ’s Estate adj smns 


re Davies’s Trade Mark adj smns 
ay bess Hallett decd Hallett v Hallett 


an a, (08 b wi &o) v Date Coffee | Orr yuan we orn re art 
2 con 
s “Tucker (om behalf, &e) v Same In re Smith, deo Smith v Pilcher 


Ce 
In re p de a decd Hanson v Put- Foster v Foster far con 
ne gree dec Lee v Evans 


oon . 

In re Shaw dec Stephens v Shaw fur 
con 

in RRS Paget v Randall fur 


Tn re Gorell deo Hall v Clarke far con 
nS ae Fisher v Robinson 


I ah + a Chapman v Steven 
Taylor v ¥ Gusriaos of Poor of Barnet a os ” 


far con 
Union Ia re Bone deo Bone vy Elford fur con 
Tar = Martin's Estate Martin v Scott, smns to vary Nov 3 


and smns 
In re Atkinson dec Gibson-Leadbitter v 
mg te  Lageuk's E Estate Layoock v 
Moxon Weddowson v Milner fur con 


Willis fur con 
In re Nisholwon’s Discount Co ld a4j | Ineole v Price fur con 
sumns (3) In re Allsop deo Gell v Carver fur con 
In re Cross’s Settlement T:usts Rich > eal Scratt v Vores far con 
ee Ace On w|i hin Sa 
lao re a solicitor (to re- | I. S deo Sam v d 
view taxation) adj sumns ¥ . con 
los Permt Benefit Blag Soc v Sheard 


Peat v Latchford a4j smus 


a * The Glengall Work 
Coechy v en, orkman's 
e Palace Cold act 
In re J Pensam’s Estate Dyer v Peo- 
ran adj sumns 

In reR A Parker and ors adj sumns 
In re W Walsh’s Trusts adj »uwns 
In re W. Shepbera’s Will adj eumus 
bar 4 Geo aed decd Browa v Hud- 


Procedure Sammonees. 
Seat v McClymont act Bergheim Hornsea Pier Co ld 
Lewis y Gibbon m fj In re Paris Skating Rink Co ld 
Hinks v Hiake act —_—_— 
In re Thos Bush’s Estate Smith v Before Mr. Justice NorTu. 


Harris adj sumos 
In re Avondale Paper Co (Collins’ case) 
adj 


Transferred frum Mr. Justic, Chitty, 
t to order, dated 26th August 


sumns 884, 
Fawcett v Summeregill act Clerk and ora v South Western Gas Co 
In re Cooke, decd Newland v Cooke act 
Pope v Pupe act 


act 

Inre RR FH Wife Settlement Lacy | Edwards v Thompson act 
Stone adj Bedd: v Deichmann ac! 

In re Shes ‘Seaw’s. s Estate Buckleyv/ Biax v Blaxland act 

Shaw adj sumns Heywood v Sutton act 

Spill v = Pradential Aseurance Soc 
adj eu Huat v Penley act 

In re The Restor of St Benet and Com- 
missioners of Sewers adj sumns 

In re The Churchwardens, &o, of St act 
Benet and Commissioners of Sewers | Stevens “Wikigewond rood Coal tod 
adj sumne a as 

Rolkrteon v Poland adj sumnus 

Nixon v Verry * “ 

Giecn v Bennett 

ne 1e Burnley, decd * ribbette v Teylor 


Peonell.y Lord Brabourne m fj 
Batten v Patent Half Stuff Co act 


Nog 


Hive Gone! a 

Gibert v Gmard ony? 
Jackeon v Falkner 

Booleston v Willams act 

L The Fish Excbad ld (Hodge’ Sond v Ter yl 

o re ge ® av ey act 
claim) adj smas ( Fe be continued.) 
Bennett v Ashwin act 





CENTRAL CRIMINAL COURT, 


The following days have been fixed for the commencement of the 

1885,-—February 2, Masch a, March 3, "April 20, May 18, June 25, July 
—Fe une 

27, September 14, and October 19 wreetin " sho 
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COMPANIES. 
WINDING-UP NOTICES. 
Jomt Bros, ComPaANIEs. 
—Petition be ny sa Pass ap a venervow Oowrranr, Lace. 
J.,on Novi. Harcourt, Moorgate st, for the ; 
Oct 23, ee tet te te bent eet aass fee ad anton i we 
Soa Freee eet sen solicitor for the pete lens % “ 


ANGLO-INDIAN 


agp 9 

Lirrep.—The Vacati for Bacon, som, VC. by an order 
Oct 17, appointed vation Fudge, Sa ae to be “oftcat hquidator. Oredi- 
paraded dy « uired PIF pty FL ey 


they 
sppeuaet for ss 
CHILE GOLD MINING S Fochion for winding up. Oct 
35. directed to be heard besose J., on Nov 7, Peasees lone, Gaeen 
Sucker ot oe aaa nantes — <j 





Disso.vzp. 
UNITED BROTHERS REGISTERED FRIENDLY Society, Old Horse Trough Inn, Able- 
well st, Walsall, Stafford, Oct 23 








CREDITORS’ 


CREDITORS UNDER 22° 22 
LAST DAY OF CLAI 
Base ow, Ee EDWARD PETER, Dalston lane, peace a Nov 20. Edwards, 
Bapnow, GEORGE ~~ Boscombe, ————. Clerk in Holy Orders. 
ov 
BEvVAN, JOHN —— DE LA te, Craven st, Strand Esq. Dec 6. Marchant and 
Benwell, Goorge yard. Lom st 
BLACKITH, MARIE HENRIETTE, Nottingham. Dec 1. Matthews, Lin- 
coln’s inn fields 
Tb keeper. Mow $8. a Gentten eg 


BRAMOLEY, DICKEY, 
im Seawcr, Guiter Esq. I 1. tb why and Bacon 


CLAIMS. 
& 33. yt CAP, 35- 


Edenfield, Lan 
Carr, MARY ¥ Binp, Hove, Sussex, Dee 1. 
Carkrk, WILLIAM, 
CAULFIELD, oes 
Dec 1. Keene and 
es pm ioe, :, Inverness terr, Gent. Dec 4. Stibbard and Co, Leaden- 


Fanny, Timperley Chester, Proprietor of a Ladies’ School. Dec 1. 
Oe inane Monuhoctes : 
een York. ores: Oe - ite, Beataahoak ot 

Mary villas, Regent’s Dec orley and Shirreff, 
Gresham House, Old Broad st ¥ 


Witt1aM, Gedney, Lincoln, Farmer. Nov 14. Mossop and Mossop, 
Long Sutton 


Rg a a 
era se ae. — 
MEAsEY, PHILIP, Wi Sussex, Beerhouse Keeper. Dec 1. Hillman, 
Inwix, Tomas, Rotherhithe st, Rotherhithe, Coffee house Keeper. Dec 1. 


Pepe, seems, Malvern Link, Worcester, Gent. Nov 26. St Aubyn Angove, 
Boe pene Se Deas, Rtn Gaeiek, Cae: Dec 5. Woodrooffe and 


Co, hI 

, MarGaret, Leece, Lancaster. Novi4. Park, Ulverston 
ROBERTSON, ox, Rougnr. Chal Chalfont, Se Potece, Buckingham Gent. Dec 4. Wood- 
unui temo ayes, Exeter Nov 20. Coode and Co, St Austell 
Scort, JEREMIAH, Barnsley, York, Surgeon. Nov 22. Newman and Sons, 


Wrtu1am Henry, Chariton Kings, Gloucestershire, Clerk. Dec 1. 


and Sons, Cirencester 
Tomas, W: Rudry, Farmer. Dect. Lewis, 
We LovIsE vise Hewaterre, The Ura ent South Kensington. 
We, Maneeaee Pinas: Wasetal deter acta: nrFarnham. Dec 3. permet sath 


Weees, Seperena, The Avenue, Gipsy Hill. Dec 31. Cox, St Swithin’s lane, 


Woop, Wes, Rawcliffe, York, Yeoman. Deci. Dent, Yous Oot. 24) 

Apcock, SHARPLES, Hoton, Leicester, Graszier. Jan 1. Toone and Bartlett, 

from | St Miired’s ot Fi = Marruias, Cheshunt, Hertford, Clerk in Holy Orders. Nov 20. Carr, 
’s 


Epwin, Ladbroke ter, Bayswater, Solicitor. Nov 2%. Bedford and 


eee Willlen®, 
em > Epwakp, The St John’s Wood, Gent. Nov 27. Sidney 
CALVER, et Sestyet, Passe, Dec 31. Loynes, Wells 
CAMPBELL, - ancts, Highesto a, Dec 1. Le Riche and Son, Rood lane, 
‘AmBnose, Monkton, Kent, . Jan 1, Plummer and Fielding, 
ours, Jom Westbourne terr, Paddington, Esq. Nov ™. Bedford and 
ome. Pasi, Aste fucks Mereabeohems, Hnestrd Pieters Deo 2. Clarke and 
ap ee E, 


ForsTER, WILLIAM, Tarporley Cheshire, Esq. Dec1. Vandercom and Co, Bush 


ee Sar Late Sata Pas 
Gopsout, Jon, Loughbor 25 Ricci and Co, 


Hats, 20a, SU wapzan Dussory, fsorna, Dec 6, Partridge 
. Wiciptant Dannogs, Fesuberengh, Kast, Cem. Jan 31, 


“Whitalsers and 
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74, Kentish h To —— Draper’s Assistant. 
TWoodbritg: and nd dong, flor Goldfield. arwick. Dec 9. Cottrell and 


oan Ban Tawny Hewrmm;, Layhemn, Gattclk, Clerk. Dec 1. Grimwade, 
Horrox, Wr114m, Ward End Hall, nr Birmingham, Esq. Deci. Olarke and 


yr Rosarre W. Plymouth. Nov 25. Bulteeland Rowe, Plymouth 
JACKSON, MATILDA, City rd. 1 beot0 Jackson, Bucks row, Whitecha; 


LIverD, SaRaf, Slough, B uckingham. Nov 8, Watson, sopaa ra Capham 

ae Joun Horatio, Lan r gate, de Par! vedheen Dec 381. ve 
Go, Victoria st. y Westminster, oe or * 

SS ay ANN, oe York. we %. 


est Hartlepoo! 
Bo oeare, Care mF Gents Doo ia, Paines a a De, Goeshaqtpouse 
ae , Joux "THOMAS, rior, Gent. Hall, Norfo! Ocak ea Dee Dec ay Hansells and 


odeumian Weare. Lebanon pardons, Wandsworth, Surveyor. Noy 28. Rogers 


ape Great Winchester st 
yom Jou, Salisbury, Wilts, Innk Bk *. —< , Salisbury 
Bargaynes and Oo, 
st 
Parry, Wri114Mm, Lewisham ae ore Nov 24. Hicklin and Oo, Trinity 
sq, Southwark 


HENRY, Henrietta st, Caven: 
Wri, Laxton, Nottingham, Farmer. Dec 1. Marshall, East 


Rustzy, Rev Rosert WELLS, Moulsoe, Newport Pagnell, Bucks, Clerk. Nov 30. 
Upton and Oo, Austin Friars 

ROWAN, FREDERICK JAMES, —antoum, Ventnor, Isle of Wight, Esq. Deci. Last 
and Sons, Queen Victoria st 

eee, Seen, - L, Drummond st, Euston a Oil and Colour Merchant. Dec 3. 

an c 

Sacru, Saran, Se free es Oi Sd Victor Par Park. Nov 30. Christmas, Walbrook 

—— Wru11am, Draycot Park, Wilts, Land Steward. Nov 22. Wood and 

Torey. Writ, Deci, Clarke and Co, Birmingham 

Wanrine, THomas, & mde Wee Gi Gent. Novs. Carnell ont Goa, “ve Me 


Dec 1. 





SALE OF ENSUING WEEK. 


Nov. 5.—Messrs. Epwrix Fox & BovusFretp, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Freehold 
Estates, Stocks and Shares, &c. (see advertisements, Oct. 25, p. 855). 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS, 


BIRTHS. 
EpMonps.—Oct. 2%, at 16, eld-mount, Leeds, the wife of Ralph Edmonds, 
solicitor, of a danghtey —— 






-—Oct. %4, at a, Regent’s-park-road, the wife of G. M. Freeman, barris- 
oe Fe Bat ‘Basch 
SHARPE.—Oct. 19, at ewes, West Bromwich, the wife of John Sutton 
solicitor, a 
Swirr. Sin’ at ae “Linnet-tane, Sefton-park, Liverpool, the wife of 
W. .— Oct. 26, at 23, The : Chiswick, the wife of Richard 
‘Fe w barrister-at-law, 
AlI— —Oct. Erattons-ctneh Langham- 
Ameer Ali, M.A., the Legislative Council of 
a alee daughter of of [Ee Portman- 


fo eng tet at ton, Suffolk, Francis William Percival, 
"Gat of the Tag aad ars to Isabella Phillipps, daughter of 
PO Stonet ee OL , Third King’s Own Light 


DEA’ 
magnons 21, at = Goies Holme, Newport _ Bucks, William Bateman Bull, 


Tom Oc, Bev psf Charles Spilman T: 
anh Rae PERN HA cents Sohnee ese, 





LONDON GAZETTES. 





Unier tie Becbrosae tet, 1869. 
FPRiway, Oct. 24, 1884. 
Gilder, John, Hewlett rd, North Bow, Sy Mot Sept 25. 


Nov 6 at 11 
THE BANKRUPTCY Cp ee 
FRIDAY, Oct, 24, 1884 
RECEIVING 





ORDERS 
Agha, Willem Rivard, Rotherham, ¥ cebahive, “Commission Agent. Sheffield. 
Pet Oct 20. Ord Oct 20. Exam Noy 13 st, 11.95 out 0eb = 
i "ac Nov ur Reading, Late r. Reading. . Ord 
me hf IL, + ——J Gt Grimsby. Pet Oct 
22. 
a Exam Nov 5 at 13.50 at Townhall, Gt Grims z 
fe Hastings. Pet Oct 21. Ord 
voc a Nov 1 


, Oxfordshire, Currier. Oxford. Pet Oct1s. Ord Oct 18. 


Henry Burrage. Builders. Edmonton. 
Pet 21. Ord Oct 21. Manes May span ek Oe oe Edmonton 


Travelling Draper. Taunton. Pet 


Chapman, Edgware rd, ou ot Sostneee, High Court. Pet Oct 21. Ord 
Oct 21. Exam N: 99 ok 11 ot 04. Linooln's inn fields 
Chappell, Dare, Devonshive, Yeoman. Exeter. Pet Oct 21. Ord 
So yy Ee St Leonard’ Sea, Lodging house Keeper. 
6 on 
Oct ®. Oct 2. Exam Nov 10 
Collins, James, , Licensed Victualler. Dudley. Pet Oct17. Ord 
i. Nov 6 at 11.20 
Celine Franklin, Leeds. Painter. Pet Oct 21. Ord Oct 21. Exam 






fon, Sainte, House Furnisher. Cheltenham. Pet Oct 92. 


Broker. High Court, Pet Oct 21. 
Ord Oct Si. Exam Mov 2 af li at be Locke s tan Baits 





Wi se 
Pet Deb a 


Pape Feng, cae Back Nottingham. 
Oct 22. Exam Nov 18 

















eee 


Byctene, reder eprermy Builder. High Court. 
Pet Oct 20. Ord Oct 70 Abo tingein gine fields 
et Oct a, Oliver er Henry , New rd, Wam out of business. Wandsworth, 





Tigh, Be coer oe Rent Owen. Gees Fein. Pet 
20. Ord am. Nov 17 at 2.30 at Townhall, Great Y: 
James, Evan, Bees ottinghamshire, 


outh 
Builder. Nottingham. P ‘Pet Oct 3. Ord 
Oct 22. eee ter 


Jenkins, Nich Ternisteny onshire, . Barnstaple. Pct 
Oct 10. Ond Obes Bram Nov tat bythe Brides Hal ——_ arnabepie 








Ledgard, Joseph, Mirfield, Yorkshire, Currier. 2%. Ord 
oie Ris, Staffordshire, Cal Hanley, Burslem, and 
pave, Se an 
Oct 20. Ord Oct 20. Sizam Nov #1 t it at ‘Towshall Henle Tis 
Magee, John, les Dawson dg Great G: by, 
Buyers. Great Srameby. ay ee Ord Oct 20. Exam Nov 5 at 12.15 at 
Townhall, Great ¢ 
Maill, Albert, PY orkshire, Draper. Bradford. Pet Oct21. Ord Oct 
Maihollnat: Cherlas teh Nottingham, Lace Dresse: Nottingham. Pet Oct 
ry) sone y r. oO e 
9. Ord Oct ov 18 
Noel, George Hu Cardiff, Coal Agent. Cardiff. Pet Oct20. Ord Oct 20. 
Exam Nov 14 a 
O1 and Noah Price, Coed; Denbighshire, Grocers. Wrexham. 
ecient etka Centos Debits, Gros, 
e, Richard, ham, uw r. Birming! 
Pet Oct #2. Ord Oct 22. Exam Nov 11 


Hill, Lindfield, Sussex, Wheelwright. 
Pi teeton. Pet wy gy Och 32. Exam Nov 138 yr on 
William, Sheriff Hutton, Yorkshire, Draper. Scarborough. Pet Oct 20, 


Det 20. Exam Novi8 at 12 
Robson, Samuel, sen, Fulwell, pe an ieond, House Builder. Sunderland. Pet 
mend og “ph Ray ty Strand, C mel in the Army of the United 
ven s' of the 
States of America. Court. yey Ord Oct 2 21. Exam Dec 2 at 11 
at 34, Linooln's tan rd, sect, Wich O Pet 
22. Ord Oct 22. Exam Dec 2 at i1 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields” 
Samuel Th St Isse: saat, ee, Corn Merchant. Truro. Pet Oct 
Oct 18, .i— ov 5 at 10. 
wee: Robert, iverpool, Glass Btainer. Liverpool. Pet Oct 10. Ord Oct 
Exam Nov 
Pay heres | Hudderstil, Joiner. Huddersfield. Pet Oct 21. Ord Oct 21. 
‘ov 
illiams, Gomer, Treorky, Glam Saddler. Pontypridd. Pet Oct 21. 
Wont ck ae ay fT ee ed we 
right, Sheffield, Hat Dealer. Sheffield. Pet Oct2i. Ord Oct 21. Exam 
Nov 30 at 11.30 


Wright, William, Sawley, Derbyshire, Auctioneer. Derby. Pet Oct 22. Ord Oct 
22. Hawn Now sant ” om 


Wood, Thomas, ames under Lyme, Coach Builder. Hanley, Burslem, and 
Tunstall. Pet Oct 20. Ord Oct 20, Exam Nov 1 at 11 at Townhall, ey 


First MEETINGS. 


Arden, William . Bavard, Bo therham, Yorkshire, Commission Agent. Nov 3 at 1. 
Offi ane, Sheffield 


"George, yp om Yorkshire, Farmer. Oct 3iat1i, Official Receiver, 
8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 


Baxter, Thomas les, and Arthur James Baxter, Gt Grimsby, Smack Owners, 
post ai 2 11. Official Receiver, 3, Haven st, Gt 


jun, and Andrew Bosley, Bristol, Ferry Boat Owners. Oct 31 at 3. 
gS, ju, Hastings a 








ptialal E ee ancien Movsebis. Ofidal 
ie, Jam 9. 
precdzer, Townhall chbrs * Bristol rw 
William, Rotherhithe, Chemical Manufacturer. Nov 3 at 2. 
= 33, Care st, Lincoln’s inn 
nn Bt Al teey aay, atwtaiiee, Currier. Nov 20 at 11.45. Official Receiver, 
~ » JO) Wi t, Somersetshire, Trav: Dra) Nov 1 at 10.30, 
St Rosen, § ad st, Taunton — = etek 
Cheppall, Th bare, don, Devonshire, Yeoman. Nov 5 at 2. George 
Clark, Charles, Sou Lancashire, Joiner. Nov 3 at 2.30. Official Receiver, 
2k) aa 
we ’s on 
8at3. Official Receiver, Townhall ch’ brs, Has’ Orert Tene et 
Co! Edward J. Dudley, Worcestershire, Victualler. Nov 6 at 
10. cial Receiver, Dudley 
Cc amin Franklin, Leeds, Painter. Nov sat 1. Official Receiver, 
22, Park row. 4 
Crabtree ;Atiinson, Todmorden, Lancashire, Hat Dealer. Nov 3at 3. Queen's 
Faber av, Jermyn st, St James’, Licensed Victualler. Nov 7 at 1. 38, Carey 
’s 
Hall, Robert, _Lowestott, Suffolk, Fishing Boat Owner, Oct Si at 2.90. Suffolk 
Ofilal Receiver, Bxcha Hay Notinghem. General Coopers. Oct 31 


at 12. ae 
vcbank chs, a ah, Morley, Yor! Joiner. 81 at 8. Official Receiver, 
iad Frederick, Gracechurch st, Timber Agent, Nov 7 at 11. 33, 
sm re, Nottingham, Druggist’s Sundryman. Oct 31 at 2. Official 
Leonard, Ro \ 
omar bert Xe Harsley, nr Northallerton, Farmer. Oct 81 at 3. 


Magoo, John, Charles Dawson, and John Miller Sinclair, Great Grimsby, Fish 
Buyers. Oct 31 at2. Official Receiver, 3, Haven st, Gt 


a Reo *o » Draper. Nov ”y at 11. Official 
y Gallows Fy tesen ‘Vicheehé ah, Cedar Dia Nov 4 at 11. 
oot aa es asain ers Soe Meme, Nor 
7 00. 
Paes ches, Braatord * 


ver, I 





ane, Edwin B Tu 
rm, jena | ver, Whitchal irming! Brass be Reniacturer. Nov 
Plowman, Victora . Oct 31 at 12. ae om Receiver, 
, George Pitcairn, were vere Coal Merchant. Nov 3 at 1. 32, 
ooard. Cyeen 
soeees, on ot, MiAdlenex, Ofigian, Nov 6 at 11, Bankruptcy bldgs, 








ot, Linege’s 
Pancashire, Grocer, Nov 8 at 3, Official Receiver, 
verpool 


fF, Tailor. Nov 8 at 2.90. Official Receiver, 
row, 
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12.15 at 


Ord Oct 
Pet Oct 
| Oct 20, 
exham. 
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Oct 20, 
1. Pet 
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et Oct 
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a Robert, Huddersfield, Joiner. Nov iiat8. Official Receiver, New st, 
Tee nase Bet Dee. Nov 3 at 11. Official Receiver, Figtree 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
deen, W iia Ravers, Rotherham, Yorkshire, Commission Agent. Sheffield. 
Belcher, Wiliam, Earley nr Reading, Late Builder. Reading.» Pet Oct 20. Ord 


iris tan of" Andrew Reichel Ganese ef Cay Best * Gans 


eos, SS, tosnsats. ch Gen, Loleng ee Rage. 
Geoper, Bother, Arrow, W: , Blacksmith. Warwick. Pet Oct7. Ord 
Patrick, Cardiff, Furniture Broker. Cardiff. Pet Oct13, Ord Oct 15 
Ber in ete on Tyne, Railway Clerk. Newcastle on Tyne. 
ee a eee ta tele Rewtngien, Dyee. High Court. Pet Sept 
Hall, Robert, Lowestott, Fishing Boat Owner. Gt Yarmouth. Prt Oct 20. Ord 
Higerioon, Thowse Goarge Ruck, Walmer, Kent, Architect. Canterbury. Pet 
3 \agpbeedeetnpeguenratenrgyerses Bolton. Pet Oct 16. Ord 
Bolroyd, Neriah, Morley, Yorkshire, Joiner. Dewsbury. Pet Oct 16. Ord 
Horley, ley, Joseph, Ord Oct st, Rotherhithe, Carman. High Court. Ord made 


Yhmg Sard, ML dt of business. Preston. Pet Oct 19. Ord Oct 16 

Lasse, Thomas Whorlow, “Maddox st, Regent st, Licensed Victualler. High 
art, Fics ent 10. oaftor Gal 

Tunstall. ‘et Oct 20. Oct 


Ord 20 
~ Te Frank, Soho rd, Winson Green, Baker. Sebati Pet Oct 16. 
Sco Rares 004 Thin Warkey Booth, Exnetie, Detgpes, Carlisle. Pet Oct 6. 
Smith, Joseph, Oldbury, , Worcestershire, Butcher, Oldbury. Pet Oct17, Ord 


wor ee Reset, Monmouthshire, Pork Butcher. Newport (Mon.). 
d, Hat Dealer. Sheffield. Pet Oct 21. Ord Oct 22 


, Sheffield, 
Wwst 3 Ww Sawley, Derbyshire, Auctioneer. Derby. Pet Oct 2. Ord 


Wood. Thomas, Newcastle under Lyme, Coach Builder. Hanley, Burslem, and 
Tunstall. Pet Oct 20. Ord Oct 20 se 


ADJUDIC. 
Parkin, Th To Herefor Ce ‘Hereford. Adjud am % 
he Tecan, High wR, ord, dj 
TUESDAY, Ney kag 
Arnsby, William, and Hi a Leeuen Boot Leicester. 
Manufacturers. 
Pet Oct 6. Ord Oct Be tr tent . 


Nh Chaties dwin, Cornwall ter, East Deiwich, Dempee. inn folds Pet 
Oct 22. Ord Oct 23. Exam Nov 29 at 11-00 of 34, High 


Beer, Fite George, | — rd, Herne 
Sours. Pet Oct Ord Oct 24. kn Be an th a6 Se Ee 
e! 

Betham, Alfred William, Lape.) Bedfordshire, Straw Hat Manufacturer. Luton. 
Pet Oct 22. Ord Oct 23. Exam Nov 20 at 2 at Court House, Luton 

giny® Henry Norman, Btirchley, Salop, Farmer. Madeley. Pet Oct 24. Ord 





4 Buskiand Aline, Liverpool, Inn Manageress. Liverpool. Pet Sept 26. Ord Oct 


Carter, Dania Edward B Stephen Barnard, and Th Birch, (Stratford 
en omas 

Lw a Avon, Blcyels Mas | rer ees mg Warwick, Pet Oct 23. Ord Oct 24. 

» com Nov 

Clarson, Arthur Simmons, Tamworth. hebagt ny ya Mercantile Clerk. Birm- 

a3 Pet Oct %. Ord Oct 24. Exam Nov 

Charles, Huddersfield, Woollen Merchant. Huddersfield. Pet Oct 23. 

23, Eevam Nov 14 a1 

Davidson, non, See, Sie dale, nr Liverpool, out of business. Liverpool. Pet Oct 4. 
mov 288 


a, Coes, coe gy eaeeeaen, Cabinet Maker. Wolverhampton. Pet 
™ ov 
Ellis. Walter Boiss , St Albans, Hertfordshire, of occupation. St Albans. 
Pet Oct 10. Ord Oct 23. Exam i Nov 1 oT 
Glanvill St Enoder, Cornwall, Farmer. Truro. Pet Oct 9. 


ogi .> Wednesiieid, Wolverhampton, Iron Dealer. Wolver- 
ope Oot 2s “Ord Oot $8. Beam Mov 1 
Halt ick, Grocer. Warwick. Pet Oct 11. Ord Oct 25. Exam 


Harrison, Ghasies, and Edward Harrison, Sheffield, Slaters. Sheffield. Pet Oct 
Oct 25. , —- ty ALY, a 


Holloway, Henry, Court. Pet i 23. 
Ce EW, AEE pk Dole. a Bep 

J Charles Edward, a, High Court. 
Loneley, Bord Got ah "Bam ahaher nats Solicitors ‘Olerk. 

Cou Pet Oct 24, Ord Oot 94 Exam Nov at it at 9% Lincoln's | 

Mantle, Reuben Brown, W: taffordshire, Licensed 

Pet Oct. 23. Ord Oct 23. Exam Nov 10 at 1 

Moores, dum, Mectiestiatd, Builder. Pet Oct 24. Ord Oct 2%. 


Exam Noy 18 
Osdeors, | Wiliam, 3 Heclanondwike, enc Re vn Pet Oct 


8 00 ser Merchant Chesterfield. Pet Oct 

‘armer, Cambridge. Pet Oct 23. Ord Oct 23. 

a SNOT own tonne = rn re 
Oot 25. “Brain Noy Wat 1.00) . 40 

sigh, Spee Nowa bulier ottingham. Pet Oct 9%. Ord Oot 25. 

Stockton, Robert Fare Fyne Book Kerpss: Liverpool, Pet Oct 10. Ord 





—- >. 


jal ee” 


mee. penance een ene ante eetiensatinin Nov 6 at 12. 
ctham, Alfred William, Eaton, A Nene Giordchire, Stew Hat Manufacturer. Nov 6 
Lay ay > maa , Solicitor. Nov 4 at 1. Bankruptcy 


(qharios Frederic, Wall 
Bilton, Yoseph Thomas, Ulosby, Li Késioeinchtve Guvede. 3 Nov 4at 11. Incorporated 
seats ei pense 


Receiver, 
Oficial Rectver, Whitebal Nov 6 at 1. ‘and Son, 62, Peascod 
popes, eantn, sem, Ceetteatanty Cewaaannny, Saas Furnisher. Nov 4 


Cheltenham 
ttn Oerbert, Queen's rd, Peckham, Stockbroker. Nov 10at 12. 38, Carey 
st, Lincoln’s inn 


Charles, Lockwood; np Mastessidid, Wedllon Merchant. Nov 6 at 3. 
iver, New st, 





Official 
Dicken, Sedgley, Staffordshire, Cabinetmaker. Nov 6 at 3. Official 
Receiver, Sana etere 


Dees. Wim, 0 igo ie, nga, keh Nov 5 at 12. 
a Boot ee wines Nov 13 at 8. Official Receiver, 2, 





vlin Walker alter, Bowiy, Bt Hertfordshire, no occupation. Noy 5 at 11. 
Franklin, Oliver Henry, New rd, Vandsworth ra, out ot business Nov 4 at 12. 
Grifiths, John, jun," Wednedtald, Volvethampton, Tron Dealer. Nov 6 at 4.30. 
Hales, Wiliam, Kettering, ‘Northamptonshire, Boot Blocker. Nov 12 at 12.90. 
Hartn Charles John, Narrow Limehouse, Barge Builder. Nov 6 at 2.30. 





Hosoi Okan and Scosph Hartnoll, London st, Fenchurch 
st. Auctioneers. Nov 4 at 11. Bankruptcy bidgs, Portugal st, 's inn 


James, Evan, Beeston, Nottinghamshire, Builder. Nov 5 at 2. Official Receiver, 

oy = pemliaggemnmepggeaacenns Nov 5 at 3, 
ear , Brewer. Novi4at3. Official Receiver, 2, Bute cres, 
Charles B., Bob Swinson, Baghow Novéat 1. Bankruptcy bldgs, 
, Yorkshire, Currier. Nov 6 at 11.90. Official Receiver, 
Cabinet Maker. Nov4at12. Official Re- 
Chelsea, Stationer. Nov 6 at il. 38 
harping re kgs Nov satis. 28 and 99, 
ee ee Nov 6 at 10, 
Se ee Bee, Lined Varese, Nov 6 at 
fae Nov 7 at 11. Official Receiver, 23, King 
Mulholland, Oharies Lace Dresser. Nov 4 at 12. Official Rey 
cater casas walk No Farmer, Nov 5 at 12. Guildhall, Bury St 
Ceatguity, Deattehations, Creve, Nov 6 at 8. County Court 


















Paznel, Bucks, 
i eer Noy iat 11.90. County Court 

Saddler. Novéat 12. Official Re- 
eetlounier tome. on Nov at 
lao ul ewcarte under Erm OvSat 12.90. Official Re- 


wae eats 


A ya 
The following Amended Notice # substttaged Sor that published tn the 
Gill, Robert Themas Lockwood, Reading, Butcher. Oct 29 at 2. Queen's Hotel, 
Baker, Charles Bawin, Cornwall err, Bast Dulwich, Draper. High Court, Pet 
pag; Txnan, Prinooas at, Rdgware x, Bullet High Court. Pet Feb 19. 
Barstow, ecob, ond Bvyastt Hartley, Pontefract, Yorkshire, Brick Makers. 
Bennett nowt, William, Sout Werte ns, Riker. Cheater. Pat Onn. O88 
Bert Je Jonathan, West Grinstead, Sussex, Farmer. Brighton. Pet Sept 20. 
¥ 
Borrett, Wiliam Southtown, Suffolk, Coach Trimmer. Gt Yarmouth. Pet Oct 
aoe, Samuel, Hanover st, Islington, Clerk. High Court. Pet Aug’. Ord 


qe 5, Edward J Dudley, Worcestershire, Licensed Victualler. Dudley. 
arperyinan. De Leeds. Pet Oct 21. Funke ty 
P Roper, yy EG Pet June 9, 


~ angered a Scarborough. ae Owe 
St Albans, Hertfordshire, no occupation, St Albans. Pot 


Wie 
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Sees, Beary Galelich, Laverpest, Cosh Aguet. Liverpool. PetOct10. Ord CONTENTS. 
a OY Agia Cheetatin; Reins, Watt Geodon, Southamp- | Oyppuwr TOPIOS «..+<.eeesese-- sees scentvie Te 
Hart, Thomas William, Brighton, Provision Merchant. Brighton. Pet Oct s,| ARBernaTEON Vansus TEE Hiom Hyon ¢ Unt OF = ts ie 
PURCHASER TO PAY FOR nak ve Ransfo: eoccece 
Ledgard, Joseph, Mirfield, Yorkshire, Currier. Dewsbury. Pet Oct so, Ora | OUSSE s Fonenme ov Trmux Damps Tn re Momiague ass 020 - 
Legerton. John Stock, jun, Shalford, Essex, Farmer. Chelmsford. Pet Septi.| {THE POSSESSION OF A VENDORS vin as v. Wi nas aa + 
THE ATRATIO: Goranteye . Vv. itin & 
, Richard Francis, Riversdale rd, Highbury, Solicitor’s Clerk. High ——eee 5\ gciarearsesees 
Patohett. Joseph, Tattershall Thorpe, Lincolnshire, Farmer, Lincoln, Pet Oct | Reviews ....... vameteg on 6 | LIVERPOOL POLICE COURT ++... 4 
eee reccerees sence IBITUARY «--seee Orecece see oe . 

1, William, Sherif? Hutton, Yorkshire, Draper. Scarborough. Pet Oct 20. re pnt, ie AMALGAMATION OF wae ” 
Ripley. Frank Tarn, Chesterfield, Watchmaker. Chesterfield. Pet Oct2. Ord| COUR a pu z LuoaL APPOINTMENTS «.. worst My 
he eT Thomas Mann, Swaton, Lincolnshire, Farmer. Boston. Pet Oct 11. Alte. Noraaan ‘ 8 GouRt PAPERS <-0seevvvveeseseceeee a 
Willan, Gomer, Treorkey, Glamorganshire, Saddler, Pontypridd. Pet Octa.| Mellor v, Swire --. 8 |Cxurrone pee tee nae 

Smith v. The “Land and — LONDON GAZETTES, &C., &O, ..+-000. 14 











SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA 
Arti- ic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 
Guaranteed Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality 


with the excess of fat 
The year & * the most nutritious, per- 
fectly digestible beverage for Breakf: Luncheon, or 
&u , and inyaluable for Invalids and Children.” 
Pinighly Slaamiassieecn anata e . 
without sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits 
all Keeps for jears fn all climates, and is four 
times the strength of cocoas THICKENED yet WRAKENED 
starch, &c., and Im REALITY CHzAPER than such 


and may be taken when 
richer chocolate is prohibited. 
ni dhe Gee: 3e., 5s. 6d., &c., by Chemists and 
Grocers. 


Charities on Special Terms by the Sole 


rietor, 
H. Scuwszrrzzr & Co., 10. Adam-st., Strand, 


ondon, W. 





AW.—A Solicitor (aged 32), who has bad 
and soverdl eat Seperency in London, detent 
Conv: : General in London. 
Advertiser is wal experienced in Conveyancing and 
accustomed to advise generally, and to undertake 
responsibility ; — moderate, as sdsestioet seeks 


occupation an ~ M. 
Buxwer?, The Legal w Club Strand, W. 


AW.—Wanted, by a Gentleman (BA. 
ive dain =" not fan object,” highest refer- 





EDE AND SON, 
ROBE RS + MAKERS, | W 


“BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


Lord Chancell Whole of the 
Monee, Be "ie crlian at tamios te. . 


ROBES FOR QUEEN'S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS 
Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars,Town Clerks, 
and Clerks of the Peac 


CORPORATION ROBES, UmIVERSIT! & CLERGY GOWNS 
ESTABLISHED 1689, 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDOV. 
REEHOLD GROUND-RENTS.— 


Toxo 





W: immediately, for special 
applicants. it, sums 000 to 
£10,000 are on investment. a gt 

LANGTON, 


ee 
P828H0LD GROUND RENTS. — To 

Trustees and others.—£260 and £300 in one 
gmtertee, Se 


Fay} four per cent., with reversion 
rack-rent £3,500, comprising a well-built 
Estate of Private E Houses £48 and 





to . 
particalars of a. WHanton & SHERRIN, 1, Basing- 





Ow ne-cr t, 


ee. ABP a. 


AW.—A Solicitor, Graduate of Opaobridge, 
and Member of the ted Law Society, 
with a view to 


i iesabas a Bacoeesion ; engaged for many years 


London office, and accustomed 
in pleading London ofice, has some family 


and capital at command; age 2 erences ‘unex- 
Speers Adares, by post, BH pars of Meso 
} TUTOR.—A Barristof coaches for 
Bar, Solicitors’, and all gent Legal Examinations. 

iar Z., gaken, scparatly. forms Inner Temple. . 
ES for PRELIMINARY LAW.— 
Civil other examina- 
G. bet B.A. 











(London), Barrister, and M. Vandenpeereboom, LL.D. 
{Louvain}, Avocat. Terms very moderate.— Address, 
Vv 5, Thanet-place, Strand. 





PREPARATION for the PUSLIMINARY | 
I pen sotioat) by a 
uniformly successful , 














tion, A Pupil ved. Terms moderate.— | 
W. H. , B.A, ds - 
we ¢ fLond. Univ.), 72, Chariwood 





A. GSNTLEMAN (B.A. Oxon.) called to 
Rie, sotiees to Gpleriiane Seleoert odio 
Geeareae 


"Small premium. First-class references 
aa 
TUITION. — Two Barristers (Cambridge 

Graduates) Read with in Classes and 
conoupedy few. the Examinations o Inns of 


Address, X. 
lane. 





backward pupils. 
Reeves & Turner, 100, Chancery- 





bing See ICET OS, RUCHONBERS. 2 Bays 


rete SO 


Tutor, 
divided atten: | 


ee. LEASEHOLDS.—Mesasrs. nee 
ARNARD, Ps ae mage & | mag 
Offer ‘> Sale some 
td mgs to bes pay ‘from 6 to ber cont ‘ition | nts 


leases ; oney 
shore Aaey at oo oo 53 sat ee 54, Bo nate 


‘old 





ITY FREEHOLDS. Several First-class 
Freehold 


‘or 
oo ly to Messrs. RoBERTs & BARNARD, Surveyors 
ira hea 58 and 54, Chancery-lane, W. wo 


O SOLICITORS and Others. — Lofty 
and Well-lighted Offices and Chambers to be 











Let at bers, No. 27, 
jeppactes be tae! Law Courts). ts)-—-Apply to Mesers 
premises. 
SALES FOR THE YEAR 1884. 
ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, 


fe 











patie che See ne at & auc- 
of the 2 to be sold. , od 
M* . BRIDGEW ATER’ rm, 
| BetArEa and BEB to be GOLD or LET, oaieaing 
moh moe og 
Ghagpen, Meteo “Rropety unk Merenene nena 
publiched on the first day of each and may be 
Zistnad, tome of “ate Ollieen 40" Obeaman 





MEMORY & SUCCESS, 


HAT contributes greatly to pacgemnt 
A good memory, 
T always causes failure in life? 
HAT is indispensabl Laty ond Gentle 
le to every n 
W man, Student, Chemist, Phy: sician, Merchant, 
pease einditirer: Farmer, fet 
‘A good memory. 
every one obtain from PRoressor 
LOISETTE: A good momeey one ae 
cal Art of Never Forgetting—wholly 
monics. Any book whatever mastered in one reading 
opinions "ot Mr, 


free, givin, 
RI A.P: R, Dr. D 
and others who bave studied the system. 
to Correspondence Classes 
“* Never- and for cure of ‘‘ Mind-wander 
- - a parts ae yet ae Lessons—Day 
Nobility and Gen in Families of the 
° 
Professor LO. 


37, NEW OXFORD-STREET 
i a 


HE wey ZEALAND LAND MORT. 
AGE COMPANY, Limi 
Capital £2,000, fully subscribed by more than 900 








£100,000 d up. 

The Conspany'e loans are lina! to first-class free- 
bet meee. Nhe Debenture issue is limited 46 
H.J.B gre Dos Wit T. PowEr, 

. J. BRISTOW. A r WiLtIAM 

.K. t, Esq. K.C.B. 

FaLconeR LARKWORTHY, i on Esq., 
ARTHUR M. Mrrcuisoy, | Sir mes “Zan W. Star- 
5 ForD, K.C.M.G. 

The H Sh heen, Wigtaeen EC MLG., M.L.C. 

e Hon. K. WHIT. 

late Premier of New Zealand. * 


issuing Terminable Debentures 
bearing interest at 5 5 per cent. for seven or ten years, 
$ per cent. for ag and el cent for three years. 


terest as Me a csc Goupes 
a ay Ot ote 3 E.0. 


ae a ag “ASSUKANOB 
COMPANY.—FIRE, LIFE, MARIN 
Capital A ~sreceang gene coted pits somes in 500,000 


"250,000 
‘e Fund in § 
holders abou! = 


TOTAL INVESTED Bait * i aleatari OF TWO 
Total Annual Premium Income exceeds .. 1,000,000 

Uursy Orricas: 19 amp 20, CORNHILL, LONDON, E.C, 

West Exp Orvics: 8, PALL MALL, LONDON, 8.W. 


ORTHERN AORANCE COMPANY, 


FIRE AND Way ~* amry AND ABROAD. 
Lomwpom: 1, Moorgate-street, E.0. Anuzpzzx: 3, 


street. 
mal & sad (1888) + - 
ob : 
Accumulated Funds” .. ~ oe BAB oy 
PERILS ABOUND ON KVERY SIiDsz. 


THE RAILWAY PASSENGERS’ ASSURANOR COMPANY, 


64, CORNHILL, 
Insures against Aageots of, oli kinds, on Land or 


THE uA Bot Pi VustED GAPITAL, 


THE ng #3 yer AUER OF bon SF Compensation 
’ Esa, 


Comeele AARVEY Mere PARQUE 





cisi Trust for Lite Policy. 


OF OOe He ee ee se Oe CSEr See ee 








Apply to the Clerks at the Railway Stations, the 


West-end Office :—6, 








